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INTRODUCTION 
This is a comparative study of the informal leadership 
patterns in three Greene County, Iowa, communities and the 
relationship of such informal leadership patterns to other 
community variables. 
Today, Iowa, and much of the north central region of the 
United States, is undergoing vast change (38). . Advanced agri­
cultural technology and increased farm mechanization have 
brought many changes to agriculture. The number of farms, farm 
workers, and rural people making up the trade areas of rural 
communities have all changed. In some cases, the number of 
community residents and the services being offered to this 
changing farm population have also changed — usually 
decreasing. 
Different communities will react in different ways to 
these changes in agriculture. How they will react will depend, 
to some degree, on the local conditions, local mores, and local 
leadership. 
Both from a practical and a theoretical point of view, it 
is important to determine the leadership patterns within these 
three communities, the various ways that these leadership 
patterns function within the local communities, and the ways 
these patterns are affected by other community forces. 
Specifically, the following items are the main objectives 
of this dissertation: 
To analyze the relationship, existing between perceived 
influence and formal authority. 
To investigate the congruence, or extent to which 
agreement exists, between influence hierarchies 
resulting from three different types of questionnaires 
administered to three different samples of community 
residents. 
To determine the congruence between influence hier­
archies resulting when community residents use differ­
ent frames of reference to rank other community 
members. 
To analyze the extent to which top influentials tend 
to form a cohesive social group within the community. 
To determine the extent to which high degrees of total 
influence are associated with generality of influence 
in many community spheres. 
To analyze the effect that disruptive community forces 
may have on influence rankings within the community. 
To state other hypotheses suggested by the analysis of 
data and to make suggestions for further research that 
will aid in the analysis of community leadership. 
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BACKGROUND OF STUDY AND DESCRIPTION . 
OF SOCIAL UNITS TO BE ANALYZED 
Introduction 
The Department of Economics and Sociology at Iowa State 
University was given the opportunity to take part in the North 
Central (NC-18) Regional Analysis of the Impact of Population 
Changes Upon Rural Communities of the North Central Region.* 
Iowa State University's major effort was to be centered on 
Greene County, Iowa, where the specific major objective was an 
attempt to evaluate the effects of the impact of out-migration 
on the development of the county. 
The typology of study areas that the regional analysis 
would encompass was based on the following three criteria: 
(1) net migration of rural population, 1940-1950 (3#, pp. 826-
827, and 832); (2) farm-operator family level of living for 
1950 (27, pp. 19-20); and (3) proportion of employed workers 
engaged in manufacturing, 1950 (38, pp. 826-827, and 832). The 
typology was used to classify 173 state economic areas. It was 
then decided to select counties within these economic areas 
that met the criteria for selection. Three types of counties 
were selected for study with regard to the above criteria: 
(a) in-hi-hi, (b) out-lo-lo, and (c) out-hi-lo. 
Dr. Ray E. Wakeley was the Research Project Leader at 
Iowa State University. Funds for this study were provided by 
the Cooperative Regional Projects supported by the Regional 
Research Fund, Hatch Act, as amended August 11, 1955• Also, 
funds came from an NC-18 Regional Project Fund and from Iowa 
Agricultural Experiment Station Fund 1225. 
Greene County, Iowa, met the requirements of the NC-18 
Technical Committee for a county characterized by high out-
migration, high farm-operator family level -of living, and a low 
level of industrialization. The Department of Economics and 
Sociology, Iowa State University, was charged with the task to 
make full use of the research instruments devised by the 
Instruments Sub-committee of the Technical Committee. One of 
the goals of the Greene County study was an analysis of com­
munity leadership as it affected and was affected by community 
adjustments in response to population changes. 
Historical Background 
of Greene County, Iowa* 
The Iowa Territory was opened for settlement in 1832. In 
1851, the county was established and named after the famous 
General Nathanial Greene, a Revolutionary War officer. Greene 
County, which was located in the middle tier of Iowa counties 
approximately one-half of the way across Iowa, had to wait 
until 1880 before its residents could boast of a population 
density of 15 people per square mile. 
Greene County had to wait for the post-Civil War westward 
migration and the railroads that were built across Iowa in this 
same era before the county population really started to develop. 
By 1880, three railroads had been established within Greene 
- County, and the county population had increased seven times. 
*The early history of Greene County and the communities 
within it has been summarized from two sources: (10) and (28). 
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One can see by observing Table 1 that Greene County's popula­
tion increased until 1940, but has been slowly decreasing since. 
By 1880, three railroads had been established within 
Greene County, and eight communities (Grand Junction, Jefferson, 
Scranton, Rippey, Dana, Paton, Cooper, and Churdan) were 
established on or near the transportation lines. Two of these 
communities, Grand Junction and Jefferson, were located at 
vital spots where the north-south lines crossed thé east-west 
lines. 
Two small communities, Angus and Surrey, were solely 
dependent upon the coal industry and failed to become rural 
trade centers when the coal mines were closed and miners 
migrated elsewhere. Angus was disincorporated after the Census 
of 1910; Surrey was never incorporated. 
Dana, located 5 miles north of Grand Junction, was not 
incorporated till 1907. Dana was originally created where a 
station was built on the Des Moines and Fort Dodge Railroad. 
Between 1910 and 1950, its population grew from 183 to 184. 
Paton was located 5 miles north of Dana on the Des Moines 
and Fort Dodge Railroad. Its population grew from 18 in I883 
to 404 in 1950. 
Rippey was established in the 1850's along the Des Moines 
and Sioux City State Road; in 1870, the village was relocated 
6 miles south of Grand Junction to be near the Des Moines and 
Fort Dodge Railroad. It was incorporated in 1896. Rippey's 
population decreased from 395 in 1900 to 354 in 1950. 
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Table 1. Total population changes for Greene County, Iowa, 
1856-1960& 
Year Number 
1856 1,087 
i860 1,374 
1865 2,036 
1870 4,227 
1875 7,037 
1880 12,727 
1885 15,923 
1890 15,997 
1895 . 16,299 
1900 17,820 
1910 16,375 
1920 16,467 
1930 16,528 
1940 16,599 
1950 15,544 
I960 14,379 
aSource: Population data up to 1900 are taken from (28). 
Population data after 1900 are taken from (85, p. 17-15). 
Churdan was established in 1882 on the Des Moines and 
Fonda branch of the Wabash, St. Louis and Pacific Railroad 12 
miles north of Jefferson. Incorporated in I884, its population 
grew from 207 in 1885 to 593 in 1950. 
Three communities in Greene County, Iowa, achieved eco­
nomic and population dominance in the period since 1900* and 
are the major settings for the NC-18 community analysis in 
Iowa. These three communities are Scranton, Grand Junction, 
and Jefferson. While the county was to be the larger unit for 
study, special emphasis was placed on an analysis of the county 
seat and the county's other two largest towns, Scranton and 
Grand Junction. Both of these.towns are connected with the 
county seat by east-west U. S. Highway 30. Scranton is located 
10 miles west and Grand Junction 8 miles east of Jefferson. 
Scranton 
Scranton owes its existence to the Cedar Rapids and 
Missouri River Railroad (now the Chicago and Northwestern), 
which completed its line in Greene County in 1886. Since the 
distance from Jefferson west to the county line was 14 miles, 
and since no other community was located here, Scranton was 
platted in 1869, being named in honor of Mr. Scranton of 
Scranton, Pennsylvania. Mr. Scranton had an interest in the 
iron mills that supplied much of the iron rails for the con­
struction of Greene County railroads. 
*For an excellent summary of the changes in trade areas -
for these communities in Greene County, see (86). 
a 
Scranton's prosperity was a function from the very begin­
ning of its ability to maintain its rural trade area. Many of 
the earlier business ventures were short-lived because of fires 
destroying some buildings that were never rebuilt, and because 
of duplication of services that forced some businesses to close. 
In spite of its early prosperity, Scranton was not incorporated 
until 1900, when its economic picture looked bright. Stillman 
(83), in his work on Greene County, predicted that it would 
remain bright as long as it could maintain its advantageous 
position in furnishing a market for a large farm population. 
One can see by observing Table 2 that Scranton's population 
decreased from 983 in 1 9 0 0  to 8 6 5  in i 9 6 0  ( 8 5 ,  p. 1 7 - 1 5 ) .  
Table 2. Total population changes in Jefferson, Grand 
Junction, and Scranton, Iowa, 1900-1960& 
Year Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
1900 2,601 1,113 983 
1910 3,416 1,012 845 
1920 3,431 1,010 843 
1930 3,750 1,025 1,05.8 
1940 4,088 1,125 1,014 
1950 4,326 1,036 891 
I960 4,570 949 865 
aSource: ( 8 5 ,  p. 17-15). 
Grand Junction 
Grand Junction was fortunate in being built at the inter­
section of the Cedar Rapids and Missouri River Railroad and a 
north-south Keokuk to Fort Dodge via Des Moines railroad. The 
railroad, was built in 1868, and the community incorporated in 
1873. Rumors circulated in I885 that a branch railroad would 
be built from Grand Junction to Sioux City, making railroad 
shops permanent, and hopes ran high (in 188$, Grand Junction's 
population was nearly 1,000). 
Grand Junction's hopes were unfounded; the railway shops 
were never built. Grand Junction, like Scranton, did not grow 
much after 1907. Its population was 949 in I960. Both com­
munities were able to survive because they were in a favorable 
geographic position to maintain a rural trade area. While the 
trade area composite of Jefferson is coterminous with the 
eastern boundary of Scranton's, it is interesting to note that 
Grand Junction still has its own trade area outside of the 
Jefferson composite (86). 
Jefferson 
Jefferson was laid out in 1854, located on high ground 
between two rivers and midway in the county. It was selected 
as the site for the county seat and a courthouse was built in 
1856, but its population was still only 200 in 1865. 
Jefferson, too, had to wait for the post-Civil War flow of 
migration and the advent of railroads before it prospered. 
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After this flow of migrants entered Greene County, Jefferson, 
incorporated in 1872, grew to around 2,000 residents by 1880. 
The east-west Cedar Rapids and Missouri River Railroad inter­
sected at Jefferson with the north-south Wabash Railroad. 
When the county population peaked at 17,820 in 1900, 2,601 
lived in Jefferson. Except for one 10-year period, 1900-1910, 
Jefferson has increased her population every decade; but from 
1940 on, Greene County itself has suffered an absolute popula­
tion loss. 
At the turn of the century, Jefferson, unlike the smaller 
Greene County communities, was able to continue its community 
services (that competed with one another) and specialize in 
services not offered in other Greene County communities. While 
the number of farms in Greene County decreased from 2,159 in 
1940 to 1,914 in 1950 and the average size of farm increased 
from 165.1 to 187.3 acres, Jefferson was steadily expanding its 
trade area at the expense of the other communities in Greene 
County (86, p. 8). In terms of population change, losses from 
the open-country population were essentially losses from the 
farm population, and population gains to the county seat 
balanced the losses from the smaller incorporated places. 
Jefferson's population increased from 4,088 in 1940 to 4,570 
in I960 (85, p. 17-15). 
Integration of Community Structure 
While démographie and economic transitions are vital 
aspects of community analysis and description, they do not 
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describe the important structural relationships that occur 
between formal organizations in the community. One aspect.of 
community structure consists of intergroup relationships or 
crossties that may exist between community organizations or 
clusters of organizations. 
There is evidence to suggest that different types and 
patterns of social relationships between community organiza­
tions existed in Grand Junction, Jefferson, and Scranton, Iowa. 
These differences concerned a disparity in the number and 
pattern of conflict and cooperative relationships. Three ques­
tions on the Formal Organization Questionnaire (Question Nos. 
32, 33, and 34; see Appendix C) were designed to yield data 
indicative of cooperative and conflict relationships within the 
communities. 
The frequency of reported cooperative and conflict rela­
tionships was totaled for each community (see Table 3)• The 
number of cooperative relationships and the number of organi­
zations involved in cooperative or conflict relationships is 
not significantly different for the three communities. How­
ever, both Jefferson and Grand Junction have a significantly 
larger number of net cooperative relationships (number of coop­
erative relationships minus the number of conflict relation­
ships) and a significantly larger net number of organizations 
involved in cooperative relationships (number of organizations 
involved, in cooperative relationships minus the number of 
organizations involved in conflict relationships). Note, also, 
Table 3• Cooperation and conflict relationships in Jefferson. Grand Junction, and 
Scranton , Iowa (hypothetical numbers in parentheses J 
Jefferson 
Communities 
Grand Junction Scranton 
Number of cooperative relationships 104 (116.4) 63 (51) 51 (49.7) 
Number of organizations involved in 
cooperative relationships 55 (53.4) 25 (23.4) 20 (22.8) 
Number of organizations involved in 
conflict relationships 
Number of conflict relationships 
Net cooperative relationships 
25 (29.1) 
47 (55) 
57 (62.5) 
10 (12.3) 
21 (22.3) 
42 (26.5) 
19 (12.6) 
34 (23.9) 
17 (27.1) 
Net organizations involved in 
cooperative relationships 30 (24.8) 15 (10.5) 1 (10.8)  
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that Scranton is characterized by a significantly larger number 
of conflict relationships than the other two communities. 
It may be that the number of cooperative or conflict rela­
tionships is not the most important fact in a discussion of 
community structure. For example, it may be that the pattern 
of the relationships is what really matters. For example, does 
the pattern constitute a well-integrated network; or does the 
pattern constitute a series of cliques, each of which may be 
very cooperative with the other organizations in the clique? 
The latter point could mean that it is necessary to know both 
the number and the pattern of the relationships. 
Sociograms* were constructed by plotting the cooperative 
and conflict relationships occurring between the formal organi­
zations in Grand Junction, Jefferson, and Scranton, Iowa. 
Figures 1, 2, and 3 represent the patterns of cooperative rela­
tionships; Figures 4, 5, and 6 represent the patterns of con­
flict relationships. 
Scranton (Figure 3) has no organization that stands out on 
the basis of its cooperative relationship with other community 
organizations. Rather, the -pattern in Scranton seems to be a 
series of very loosely connected cliques (i.e., in Figure 3 -
35, 25, 32, 8, 31, and 11; 2, 3, 33, 36, and 34; and 18, 4, and 
26}. Grand Junction (Figure 1) is not typically represented by 
*These sociograms were previously presented and described 
in relation to changing community relationships in I960 by 
Dr. Ray E. Wakeley (86). 
Figure 1. Cooperation between organizations in Grand 
Junction, Iowa 
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Figure 2. Cooperation between organizations in Jefferson, 
Iowa 
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the formation of cliques. Note, also, that organizations 20, 
37, and 1 function so as to tie the other organizations 
together in a network of cooperation. Jefferson (Figure 2) 
also represents a more integrated pattern than does Scranton. 
Although cliques do exist in Jefferson, they are tied together 
to form a balanced network of cooperation. Note that organiza­
tions 5, 2, 55, 15, 52, and 18 in Jefferson function so as to 
integrate the network of cooperative relationships. 
Next, examine the pattern of conflict relationships in the 
three communities. Conflict in Scranton (Figure 6) was about 
evenly divided between conflict with cooperation and conflict 
only. The conflicts in Scranton were reported by women's 
organizations (see Appendix D) almost entirely. The relative 
lack of cooperation (Figure 3) and the reported conflicts 
between formal organizations in Scranton are not suggestive of 
a well-integrated community structure. 
Conflicts in Grand Junction (Figure 4) were reported, for 
the most part, between women's organizations. Note, however, 
that the organizations that functioned as integrators of coop­
eration (37, 20, and 1 in Figure 1) were not involved in con­
flict relationships to any great extent. 
In Jefferson (Figure 5), although conflict relationships 
were numerous, few conflict relationships were reported by the 
leading cooperative organizations (51, 15, 52, and 2 in Figure 
2). Most of the conflicts involved working together and were 
most usually reported by members of the same clique. Conflicts 
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were especially noticeable between women's organizations. 
In summary, the early history of Greene County, Iowa, and 
the communities within Greene. County is closely related to 
agricultural and railway development. Three communities, 
Jefferson, Grand Junction, and Scranton, emerged as centers of 
economic and population dominance. In recent decades, 
Jefferson has been extending its trade-area boundaries, par­
tially at the expense of Scranton; Grand Junction has been able . 
to maintain its trade area. Two communities, Jefferson and 
Grand Junction, are typified by a cohesive social structure 
involving the community's formal organizations. On the other 
hand, the community of Scranton represents a system of cliques 
that are not well integrated within the formal organizational 
structure. 
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REVIEW AND SUMMARY OF RESEARCH 
RELATED TO COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP 
An adequate review of literature serves many functions. 
For example, one of these functions is that the review serves 
as a tool to the researcher; it enables him to determine and 
utilize the fruits of past research in the area in which he is 
interested. Also, a brief resume of some of the more important 
concepts and relationships found by others can be presented to 
illustrate, in a logical way, how the researcher arrived at the 
concepts he wishes to employ and the hypotheses he wishes to 
test. One concept in the social sciences that has served as a 
catalyst for the expenditure of much time and energy is that of 
leadership. 
There are many questions that social scientists have 
sought answers to in relation to leadership. For example, from 
a sociological point of view: What is leadership? Who are 
leaders? Is there a process of and to leadership? How does 
one identify leaders? What are the dominant social and psycho­
logical characteristics of leaders? 
Max Weber (24) furnished much insight into the leadership 
relationship when he formulated a theory that there are three 
ways in which ultimate authority or leadership is made legiti­
mate and accepted by a given group of people in a given social 
situation. Because of the conflict of interests that Weber _saw 
as always existing in any society, some people must have more 
authority than others to direct and guide group life. Weber 
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felt that any leader must be accepted by his followers; that 
is, his right to leadership must be made legitimate. The three 
hypothesized bases for legitimacy were charismatic, or extra-
human, characteristics; tradition; and legality. 
The type of leadership that Weber was describing most 
usually could be referred to as formal leadership — that is, 
leadership that is correlated to some specific formal office or 
title. There may be a very logical question as to whether most 
leadership relations in society do or do not involve such basic 
mores or the kind of conflict of interest that must be resolved 
by some higher or ultimate authority which Weber described. 
For example, Gouldner (26), Pigors ( 6 5 ) ,  Sanderson (73), 
and Sanderson and Poison (74, Chap. 11) have questioned the 
adequacy of Weber's theory to explain the variation in types of 
leadership at the community or small group level. Since there 
is, perhaps, as much discussion and empirical data relating to 
T 
leadership in the literature about the community as any other 
social unit, it would seem that an analysis of methods and 
findings associated with community analysis could prove fruit­
ful. How have community researchers tried to answer the basic 
questions mentioned previously and what have been their tenta­
tive findings? 
Carl Strow ( 8 4 )  made one of the first community studies of 
leadership, using the turnover of leadership in a central 
Illinois community of 30,000. He examined local documents, 
life histories and old family records, and records of office 
30 
holding. He developed a typology of leadership that evolved 
from "pioneer" to "booster" or "speculator" to "business entre­
preneur" to today's "public" or "semi-public official." Con­
tinuity of leadership Strow attributed to continuity of leader­
ship within prominent families strongly united by inter­
marriages or personal acquaintances formed to prepare their 
children to succeed them and stabilization of leadership in 
recent years due to slackening of out-migration. 
Elizabeth Hooker (35), in connection with a study of 140 
American agricultural villages, was one of the first to intro­
duce use of the "Choices Method" of identifying community 
leaders. This approach, originally suggested by Bowman (14)> 
consisted of viewing leadership as a relationship between the 
leader and his followers — not as a unique ability or person­
ality trait associated with some individuals. Hooker believed 
that leadership could be determined by identifying those indi­
viduals mentioned most frequently by other community, residents 
with regard to some particular community problem or issue. 
Hooker had touched upon a very controversial point in her 
attempt to direct leadership research toward a view of leader­
ship that stressed the leader-follower relationship and recip­
rocal social interaction, rather than that which emphasized 
research directed toward viewing leadership as a personality 
trait or constellation of traits. Britt (15, p. 335) pointed 
out that, although the qualities necessary in a leader have 
been described by many students of behavior, 
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The difficulty with such lists is the dupli­
cation of the same or similar trait names; 
and the circularity of definition, for 
example, "good natural ability." The problem 
is as difficult as that of making up lists 
of instincts. 
It remained for Albert J. Murphy (6l, p. 674) to sum up 
what appears to be the dominant feelings of sociologists with 
regard to the necessity of a situational approach for the 
analysis of community leadership. 
Leadership calls for a situational approach . . . 
the concept of "process".is important also 
in that it calls attention to the fluidity 
of the leadership situation . . . leadership 
qualities, so-called, vary indefinitely as 
the needs of groups vary indefinitely. 
In other words, Murphy was hypothesizing a relation between 
leadership and the ability to meet the needs of the group and 
of its members. 
Bogardus (13, p. 7) in 1934 was one of the first sociolo­
gists to use life histories, biographies, and other records in 
a study of leadership. He felt that the most sophisticated 
view of leadership would concentrate on process or relationship 
and, hence, was certain that leadership should be expressed in 
terms of origins, and the factors that lead people into posi­
tions of leadership. From among 13 different theories built 
around causitive factors, he tended to favor one for a "crisis" 
theory of leadership. This meant that he felt great leaders 
always emerged in a specific situation when a certain crisis 
developed that called for new dynamic leadership. 
J. L. Moreno ($£) provided a most original and promising 
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method of identifying leadership within an informal social 
situation. He is usually regarded as the founder of sociometry, 
although these methods had been used in less rigorous fashion 
prior to this. He elaborated the use of "Choice-Method." 
Moreno had respondents specify the names of people they would 
most like to associate with in some situation. 
Lundberg and Lainsing (50) were quick to realize the prac^ 
ticality of Moreno's sociometric techniques for community 
research. They demonstrated how sociometry could be used to 
differentiate between "powerful" leaders as compared to "popu­
lar" leaders. They hypothesized that the "powerful" leader 
operated as the man behind the community throne. 
Much confusion seemed to exist between "leadership" and 
"popularity" as determined by sociometric techniques. Helen 
Jennings (39) did much to advance the use of sociometric tests 
and the theory-of-choice process in leadership analysis. She 
severely criticized the usual "popularity" test since it in­
volved no "socio-criteria" (i.e., working together, living to­
gether, studying together, etc.), and asked: "Popularity for 
what?" Thus, Jennings advocated a specific situational 
approach to the analysis of leadership, implying that socio­
metric analysis should be based upon specific areas of social 
life. 
The relationship of formal to informal leadership and the 
paths to informal leadership created much interest and led to a 
vast quantity of community research. For example, Frank 
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Stewart (82, p. 20), using sociometric devices, found some evi­
dence that a formal office-holding list of leaders did not 
highly correlate with a list of informal influentials within 
the community. Thirty-eight percent of the top "influentials11 
held no formal office, while only 18 percent held one. Stewart 
concluded, "An office holders approach, then, will produce a 
list of names of people who have status ^occupy a specific 
formal position^, but it does not describe the interpersonal 
structure of the community." 
Conrad Arensberg (5) described the leadership in an Irish 
rural community. Arensberg found an age-graded system of in­
formal male cliques that existed with leadership authority be­
ing centered in an "old man's clique." The old man's clique 
acted as a communication center through which community devel­
opments were sifted. He found very few social structures that 
could be called formal organizations. 
Earl H. Bell (8) investigated what he referred to as 
"natural" leaders and found that technical knowledge, resource­
fulness, integrity, vision, and tact were the most important 
qualities attributed to people that others regarded as leaders. 
Bell, too, found that these leaders typically avoid formal 
positions of authority. 
Hughes (36) found the road to office in political organi­
zations leads through office-holding in other organizations, 
such as fraternal orders, labor unions, and patriotic socie­
ties. The political offices, he pointed out, are usually 
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reserved for those people who have achieved prestige in some 
other community area, such as economics. 
Warner and Lunt (88, p. 351) showed the importance of 
cliques within the community and especially within formal 
organizations. Here social climbers make friends with those 
who can help them gain access to higher status cliques and, 
hence, gain access to more participation in leadership and in­
fluence on higher and higher community levels. 
Wakeley (87), and Loomis and Ensminger (49) pointed out 
that the national government had often sought to treat agricul­
tural problems on the community level without regard to 
interest-group alignment. 
In their chapter on "Friendship and Clique Groups," Loomis 
and Beegle (48, p. 171) concluded the chapter summary by 
saying: 
Perhaps the most significant data in this 
chapter provide proof that many individuals 
who occupy key positions in networks of 
relationships are not formal leaders and do 
not recognize themselves as leaders. Those 
who will carry their programs to the people 
must relate such individuals both to the 
accepted formal leaders of organizations and 
to the informal "grass roots" leaders. 
Ryan (71) tested and confirmed the Wakeley hypothesis 
(87); namely, that leadership in rural areas is most often 
structured along a basis of informal group interest, rather 
than neighborhood, community, or township boundaries and 
loyalties. 
White (89) was one of the first researchers to test the 
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hypothesis that a correlation existed between one's perception 
of community leadership and one's own social situation or frame 
of reference. White compared the sociometric nominations of 
105 heads of organizations with a comparison sample of 176 
persons. He found that presiding officers prefer informal 
leaders who are officers to a much greater extent than do the 
comparison-sample type of people, and that informal and formal 
leadership are not closely related to each other — but appear 
to be separate — unless one is merely interested in top in­
formal and formal leadership. White offers the hypothesis that 
"perhaps it is the type of organization or the type of office 
which is important to consider in predicting the relationship 
between informal and formal leadership among officers-staffs in 
the rural community" (8 9 ,  p. 6 0 ) .  
Thus, by 1950, sociologists (a) had come to believe that 
leadership could be studied by various sociometric techniques, 
(b) had found it profitable to seek situational analyses of 
leadership, (c) had delineated between formal and informal 
leadership, and (d) had found that one's perception of commu­
nity leadership tended to be related to the frame of reference 
being used at the time the respondent's views were sampled. 
Impetus for a somewhat different approach to the analysis 
of community leadership that would still incorporate some of 
the advantages of sociometric techniques was given by the Lynds 
(51) and Mills (56), but still little relevant data were 
collected by the method to be known as the "reputational" 
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approach until Hunter's "Regional City" work in 1953• Few 
books in recent years have had more influence on the study of 
local influence and leadership than Hunter's Community Power 
Structure (37). 
Hunter was the first to employ this new technique which he 
felt would promise to make the study of influence easier and 
more systematic. Hunter did not attempt to analyze "leader­
ship" in a generic sense. As others have previously pointed 
out (9, 55j 64), leadership can be researched better by analyz­
ing authority (the right to lead based on some formal institu­
tionalized legitimization of leadership) and power or influence 
(legitimacy based on informal persuasion) separately. Hunter 
was most interested in what he called the "power structure." 
He defined power as "the acts of men going about the business 
of moving other men to act" (37, pp. 2-3). His major goals 
were (1) to identify the major wielders of power and (2) to 
describe the actual processes of power formulation and execu­
tion. 
Hunter used position in the community as an intervening 
step; thus, the persons whose perceptions of community influ­
ence were used by Hunter did not consist of a randomly selected 
cross-section of community residents, but of individuals pre­
sumed to be knowledgeable because of their formal, local social 
status. By the use of the reputational approach, Hunter thus 
attempted to identify the power structure in "Regional City," 
a metropolitan, Southern city of half a million. Hunter gave 
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six judges, who had lived in the community a long time and whom 
he assumed would know of community affairs, a list of 175 names 
to rank according to the amount of power the judges perceived 
them to have. His major finding was that power was concen­
trated in the hands of a small cohesive group of businessmen. 
The list of power leaders was reduced to 40 persons who figured 
prominently in community decision-making. Upper-echelon power 
leaders were members of the business class and tended to be the 
community members who made the policy for community action. 
Below the major men of power was a level of policy execution 
rather than of policy formulation. This executive level was 
composed of, for the most part, professional and salaried com­
munity members. 
Hunter (37, pp. 86-87) pointed out the very vital role 
that formal organizations play in the community power struc­
ture: 
The organizations may serve as training grounds 
for many of the men who later become power 
leaders. Most of the leaders had graduated 
from a stint in the upper positions of the 
more important organizations. Most associa-
tional presidents, however, remain in the 
understructure of the power hierarchy. 
... organizational leaders are prone to get 
the publicity; the upper echelon ... leaders, 
the power. 
Following the publication of Community Power Structure, 
many researchers used Hunter's methodology, or some adaptation 
of it, in similar studies, producing somewhat similar findings 
"(1, 2, 3, 6, 44, 53, 54, 55, 75, 76). The basic assumption 
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underlying Hunter's work, and those that followed that were 
based upon the reputational method, was that reputation for 
power and influence is highly correlated to actual influence. 
In summary, the researcher asks respondents who are assumed to 
be knowledgeable to either rank names on a list as to their 
relative degree of power, or to name people from the list whom 
they feel would be most influential in relation to some project 
before the community, or both. 
One of the most important findings of these reputational 
studies had to dp with the relationship between perceived power 
and economic dominance in the community. Earlier, in a very 
interesting anthropological study, Oliver (63, p. 60) described 
the relationship between wealth and leadership in the villages 
of the Siwai people of Bougainville. The local leaders, called 
Mumis, were described by the local people as owning much land, 
inherited wealth and position, etc., but upon further investi­
gation, he found that many other men in the community were as 
rich or richer than the Mumis. Instead of wealth per se, the 
criterion of greatest importance was that of giving feasts. 
Wealth per se did not constitute leadership, but could only 
be depended upon to put one in a position of potential leader­
ship. 
Loomis and Beegle ( 4 8 ,  py, 344) also had said: 
Although wealth in the modern capitalistic 
societies may furnish a basis for power, it 
seems to the authors that the greatest weak­
ness of the Marxian doctrine, as well as that 
of present-day Russian communists, is the 
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failure to realize that elimination of private 
property cannot change the basic interaction 
patterns of society which make for differences 
in authority. . . . Wealth may increase one's 
authority and permit its perpetuation, but 
its function is chiefly symbolic. The impor­
tant consideration is the social structure and 
the interaction patterns. 
In other words, even in a society of equals, coordination is 
always needed for any concerted group effort, and the role of 
coordinator is always highly valued and awarded much prestige. 
Schulze's (75) analysis of community power is typical of 
others based on the reputational approach in contrast to 
earlier theories, such as advanced by C. Wright Mills (57) that 
stressed a high correlation between power and official status 
in community institutionalized economic, political and/or civic 
civic structures. Schulze found, using the reputational 
approach, that not only do the heads of formal organizations 
and the top political and civic leaders not select the. top 
economic dominants as "most influential," but not even do top 
economic dominants name other economic dominants as most influ­
ential. There was a high degree of agreement as to the upper­
most range of community power by all three groups of 
individuals. 
Schulze does not minimize the role of wealth in the com­
munity power structure, but suggests a hypothesis that could 
account for the results. He suggests that as the functional 
relationship of the community to the larger society changes, so 
does the nature and form of its social-control structure, and 
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so does the role of its economic dominants in that structure. 
Schulze found, as in Hunter's original study, that those com­
munity members perceived as being most powerful proved to be 
men of the business world — but not economic dominants. These 
people were intimately involved in the community's voluntary 
associations, and constituted a closely knit friendship group. 
In earlier years, they had occupied responsible positions of 
formal authority. 
Smith (80) presented some rather interesting data that 
added additional light on the problem of the relationship 
between wealth and influence. He found that economic dominants 
become public leaders only to the extent that they become in­
volved in local formal associations. Actually, he tended to 
see a marked withdrawal of economic dominants from manifest • 
participation in community socio-political life as the commu­
nity became suburbanized. 
Hunter's work and those that were modeled after his basic 
methodology were not 100 percent methodologically sound, and 
certainly did not escape criticism. Several sociologists and 
researchers from related areas have not been able to accept 
these findings (17, 18, 42, 66, 67, 70). However, most of the 
criticisms seem to be concerned with how the reputational 
approach was used — not with the approach itself. 
What are some of the criticisms that have been expressed 
against those who have used the reputational approach? 
Although they have not been criticized for using selective as 
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opposed to random sampling techniques to obtain community resi­
dents assumed to be knowledgeable, these researchers have been 
criticized for using too few judges to rate community members. 
These critics suggest that perceived influence be determined in 
relation to specific community issues or problems, and they 
have criticized the researchers for using vague and imprecise 
terminology. Critics of the reputational approach question 
whether or not decision-makers are likely to remain the same 
from issue to issue, and suggest that studies are needed where 
perceived influence and power are categorized or systematically 
reported. There seems to be a need for comparing results ob­
tained from perceived influence with regard to specific issues 
with those from more general issues and frames of reference. 
Recently, Miller (53) and D'Antonio et al. (20) have shown the 
necessity of comparative analyses of power and influence. How­
ever, all of the comparative studies, so far, report findings 
based upon relatively large urban centers. Obviously, there is 
a need for a comparison of rural to other rural and rural to 
urban communities, if we are to be able to generalize to other 
power structures in communities of varying sizes. As mentioned 
before, Schulze (75) attempted to use several different frames 
of reference to study perceived influence. Selections of 
persons named as most influential that were made by formal 
organization heads were compared to those made by public and 
civic leaders, and economic dominant s. Schulze did not attempt 
to vary the frame of reference for any group of raters, however. 
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The perceptions of lay people were not considered in this 
study. Also, Schulze made no attempt to determine which of the 
three frames of reference best predicted the influentials who 
were named most frequently by all three approaches. It would 
seem that such could prove;to be profitable. 
In summary, then, conflicting or cooperative interests in 
society result in a relationship among units-in which one unit 
is able to bring about some desired behavior on the part of 
another unit — this has been called leadership. But, as a 
general concept, leadership has proved hard to research; hence, 
social scientists have systematically differentiated between 
authority, ability to direct others' behavior as prescribed by 
the formal social system, and power or influence, the ability 
to direct the behavior of others because of persuasive or com­
pulsive means. 
The community has been used quite successfully as a social 
laboratory for the study and delineation of leadership rela­
tionships. Leadership in the community has come to be seen as 
a process of leader-follower relations, and attempts have been 
made to determine the various ways in which these relations 
become legitimized and accepted by community members. 
Community research has profited from a willingness to 
accept and use new methodological tools. Life histories, 
biographies, personal documents, sociometric techniques, and 
reputational analyses have all been used to advantage by com­
munity researchers. 
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It is becoming more and more apparent that, although the 
effect of the individual and his personal characteristics' can­
not be ignored, group and situational factors are emerging as 
vital aspects of leadership analysis. 
Some of the fruits of new methodological tools, especially 
Hunter's (37) reputational method, cast serious doubt on older 
theories of community leadership. For example, people recog­
nized as most influential in urban communities have not been 
economic dominants, but, rather, socially active businessmen 
who interact closely with other businessmen in the community's 
economic substructure. This may be because of the nature of 
the changing relation of the community to the larger society 
and of the changing role of the economic dominant within that 
changing community. 
The way some of the newer methodological tools have been 
used and, hence, some of the findings from such analyses have 
not been fully accepted. Before the reputational approach can 
properly be evaluated, more intensive and complete community 
analyses are needed. For example, different frames of refer­
ence for reputed power must be used. Analysis of perceived 
influence specific to given areas of problem-solving must be 
systematically examined. Comparative community analyses are 
needed. Also, the extent to which forces exerted upon the com­
munity have an effect on leadership structures would seem to 
rank high as an objective of future research. 
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
Introduction 
Thé purpose of this study is to investigate informal lead­
ership patterns and to relate these informal patterns of inter­
action to more formal patterns of leadership and to other com­
munity variables. The comparative analysis of community-
leadership structure is the general research method to be used. 
It is thought that comparative methodology will yield results 
most capable of being generalizable and will also serve as a 
mechanism for generating other hypotheses amenable to future 
research. 
Any sociological research, if it is to be most effective, 
must be accomplished within the framework of some theoretical 
model. Although it, or rather some of the ways that it has 
been used, has not been without criticism, the community lead­
ership model espoused in Hunter's Community Power Structure 
(37) seems to offer several advantages. For example, large 
sample methods that become confounded with sociometric analysis 
can be used. The use of this basic model, or slight variations 
of it, by other sociologists (12, 44, 53, 75, 76, SO) has 
tended to confirm and enlarge Hunter's original hypotheses, 
especially in urban communities. For example, in these urban 
communities, it has been possible to identify the major 
wielders of power, and to describe the actual processes of 
power formulation and execution. Upper-echelon power leaders 
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are typically members of the business world; a level of policy 
execution below the men of general power was composed of pro­
fessional and salaried community members. In these urban com­
munities, formal leadership has been found to be slightly, but 
positively, associated with informal leadership. 
As was mentioned previously, the model of community power 
originally hypothesized by Hunter and the reputational method 
of establishing power hierarchies have not been without criti­
cism. It would seem that if some of these legitimate criti­
cisms could be partially corrected, another advantage in the 
use of Hunter's model would be a more adequate test of the 
worth of a model familiar to many sociologists. 
This chapter's main objectives are: (1) to develop and 
define concepts that are related to a theoretical model of com­
munity power; and (2) to state some necessary general hypoth­
eses concerning the relationships of these concepts to one 
another. 
Social System Analysis 
A most intensive study of community definitions by Hillery 
(32), based on an analysis of 94 typical models of community, 
revealed that there was much disagreement among sociologists 
with regard to "the" definition of community ; but, with the 
exception of purely ecological models, there was unanimous 
agreement that the concept of community was to be found within 
the broader conception of interaction which occurred in an area 
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of common ties. 
To avoid the difficulty Hillery found in many models, the 
community will be defined as: 
. . .  a  s o c i a l  s y s t e m  c o m p o s e d  o f  t h o s e  
functional subsystems which operate in and 
from a common center and which serve people 
mostly living in a common area. These sub­
systems are not people; they are [composed 
ofj organizations, institutionalized asso­
ciation and service agencies which are the 
units of community, both functionally and 
statistically. (06, p. 2) 
Since the community will be treated as a social system, 
variations among or between communities may then be expressed 
in systemic terms and, thus, enable one to see how changes in 
community variables are related to community behavior. 
Since all the interaction among and between social units 
cannot be observed at the same time, it is necessary for social 
scientists to "catch communities on the run" and to attempt to 
concentrate on selected patterns of behavior. It is in this 
sense that we may talk of components of the social system, such 
as economics, education, government, recreation, religion, and 
welfare. In reality, one cannot isolate any one part of a 
social system- since all systemic structures of interaction are 
interrelated; one can hold the others constant by dealing with 
only one level of abstraction at a time. 
In addition to knowing what are the components of a social 
system, the student of community also desires to know how these 
parts fit together to make the whole system work and maintain 
itself in its environment. It has been fruitful to concep­
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tualize the community as a dynamic system through the use of 
"processes" and "operations." According to Sanders (72, 
p. 344): 
The processes . . . are really descriptive 
terms for a series of observable acts occurring 
between components of the system. They sum up 
and classify.«streams of interaction looked at 
from various standpoints (goals, change, 
control) to which one can attach labels. 
Operations, on the other hand, have to do with 
the behavior within the whole system which 
keeps it going as a system. 
In other words, operations are the "functional requisites" 
(52, p. 52) of the social system. One of the most important 
functional requisites, or operations, is that of social control 
or the allocation of power within a social system. 
Social Power 
Social power is to be thought of as a relationship among 
or between units of a social system. Lippit's generic defini­
tion of social power will be used: "Social power is: (1) the 
potentiality (2) for inducing forces (3) in other persons £or 
social unitsj (4) toward acting or changing in a given direc­
tion" (46, p. 625). 
In other words, no social unit has power while isolated 
from communication and interaction with other social units ; 
leaders must have followers, and must find themselves in the 
right situation to be effective. One criterion that we may use 
to evaluate a situation to determine whether or not leadership 
has occurred is this: Was the leader able to originate activ­
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ity on the part of the follower? 
Since power is being viewed as a relationship among or 
between units of a social system, and the systemic approach 
stresses relatively integrated structures of interaction, then 
we may want to visualize a community power structure. 
Community Power Structure 
Group activity of any sort always involves coordination 
and direction. It would seem logical to assume that some roles 
in the social system which have to do with coordination and 
direction of valued resources may be assigned relatively higher 
status within the group. 
Thus, the major assumption of this study is that commu­
nities ; as well as all other social systems, do contain a power 
structure that is somewhat delineable. In this study, power 
structure will be defined as: 
. . . that network of relations obtaining 
between individuals and organizations which 
affect decisions regarding issues or actions 
of community life. (22, p. 338) 
Note that not only actors, but also organizations or even sub­
systems within the community may have power relative to other 
community units. 
The next crucial question is this: How do we proceed to 
identify the social units and their relative degree of power 
within the community power structure? It has remained, for the 
most part, for sociologists (24) to point out systematically 
that the exercise of power always involves some aspect of 
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acceptance on the part of the followers and that social units 
have power to the degree that their followers accept this rela­
tionship as legitimate. While it is true that any unit of the 
community may, at some time, have power with regard to some 
.other units, this does not necessarily negate the idea that 
some units, because of their ability to mobilize resources or 
play vital coordination roles, may have relatively the most 
power with regard to crucial community decisions and issues. 
More specifically, if it is logical to treat the community 
as a social system, and if a power structure is a character­
istic of the social system model, it would seem logical to 
assume that power will not be randomly distributed in the com­
munity. 
There is much empirical evidence to suggest that this 
assumption of a community power structure is tenable (37, 44, 
53, 75, 76, 80). 
It has recently been shown by Miller (53) that this dis­
tribution of power within the community must be systematically 
viewed from two standpoints. One facet of the legitimization 
of community power deals 'with the structural side of community, 
or authority. The other facet deals with social, psychological 
components of influence. In Miller's study, Northeast commu­
nities functioned more squarely on the basis of social property, 
or resources and proficiencies vested in persons of influence. 
In the Southeast communities, leadership was most typically 
associated with a structural setting in which positional 
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elements led to roles of authority. 
Authority 
Power can be legitimized in many ways — two being author­
ity and influence. Authority is defined as institutionalized 
power over actors or organizations within a social system. 
. . It•is Important to remember that authority does not lie 
within nor exist as a characteristic of any individual. 
Rather, authority adheres to an office or formally instituted 
position within the social system and refers to a relationship 
between that office or position and other units of the social 
system. Theoretically, persuasion and influence are not neces­
sary to one of authority, because by establishing his office or 
formal position, his subordinates have accepted as legitimate 
the principle that some of their behavior will be governed by 
his decisions. 
Authority may be involved in at least two broad types of 
activity within the social system: (1) direction of the use of 
resources and subordinates, and (2) systemic maintenance. By 
systemic maintenance is meant the activities of a more or less 
routine or bureaucratic nature that must be accomplished by 
some system member. Organizational units in rural societies 
may or may not be units of authority, especially in the day-to­
day interaction channels where system members may first become 
aware of or prefer to function in order to deal with issues and 
problems. If this is true, it may be because of the negative 
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attitudes of rural people toward formal structures and offices 
of authority (49, 8?). It may be that formal positions of 
authority in rural communities deal, for the most part, only 
with systemic maintenance, while the most vital problem-solving 
and direction of subordinates is done by community members 
having the most informal power, or influence. If this is true, 
men of authority, then, are not necessarily men of influence. 
Therefore, the following general hypothesis can be stated: 
G.H. 1: Authority and influence are not positively related to 
the extent that a high-ranking informal leader is also 
a high-ranking formal leader, and vice versa. 
Influence 
By way of summary, authority was said to be viewed as 
"power over" systemic units; influence, on the other hand, has 
to do with "power with", other systemic units. It has already 
been hypothesized that men of authority are not necessarily men 
of influence. How, then, does one gain influence? 
Influence is defined as: 
. . . the possession of social properties, 
or combinations of sociologically signifi­
cant resources and proficiencies. By 
resources is meant the incidence of such 
capacities as wealth, time, respect, moral 
rectitude, reciprocal obligations, and access 
to intra-or-extra community persons and 
groups of prestige. By proficiency is meant 
the incidence of subject-matter competence, 
organizational skill, and the ability to know . 
and manipulate symbols. (55, p. 155) 
It has been useful in studies of urban populations to 
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distinguish between those social units having some influence in 
a number of spheres of community life from those exerting some 
influence in a rather narrowly defined area — "polymorphic" 
and "monomorphic," respectively (52, p. 413). Studies of urban 
populations, by Hunter (37), Belknap and Smuckler (7) and 
Merton (52), suggest that some influentials may exert influence 
on community problems of specific content, while other influ-
entials, who tend to be the sociometric stars of the top influ-
entials, exert leadership in problem areas of varying substance. 
The unit of polymorphic influence would not necessarily 
have to be expert, or even the most influential in these 
diverse areas, but might only serve to formulate or legitimize 
general policy. While it is theoretically possible for poly­
morphic units to be units in the lower echelons of the influ­
ence hierarchy (units perceived by only a few community re­
spondents as being influential, but in diverse areas), it would 
seem more plausible to associate this role generality, or halo 
effect as it may be, with those influentials in the upper 
echelon of the influence hierarchy. This is because, even 
though every channel of communication in the community is 
theoretically open from all units with problems to all other 
units whose help they may seek, some channels may be used more 
than others because the other community residents get more, or 
feel that they may, from using them. 
It is possible that a "self-fulfilling prophecy" (52, 
p*. 423) may be at work here. That is, 
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They [influentials] have been acquiring 
[additional influence] by the very process 
of rewarding the many. . . To speak more 
carefully, the probability that the few 
will influence the many has been increased. 
(34, p. 285) 
In other words, we might logically hypothesize that the top 
influentials will exert influence on community problems of 
varying substance, while the community units that are located 
in lower echelons in the influence hierarchy will tend to exert 
influence in more specific areas of community life. 
Therefore, the following general hypothesis can be stated: 
G.H. 2: The influence patterns of top influential community 
units will tend to approach more closely a general or 
polymorphic pattern of influence than will the influ­
ence patterns of community units which are attributed 
less influence. 
If evidence is found to support G.H. 2, namely, that top 
influentials do tend to have influence in many spheres of 
influence, we may logically ask about the relationships that 
exist among top influentials. If the community's influence 
structure is to be well integrated and most functional, it may 
be that these top influentials will tend to form a cohesive 
group. 
Social Gohesiveness 
Gohesiveness is to be thought of as a property of systems 
or groups and is defined as that attraction or force that tends 
to be exerted on the group's members to stay in and confine 
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interaction to the group.. 
Romans (34, pp. 88-89) feels that this cohesiveness has to 
do, for the most part, with 
. . . .  t h e  v a l u e s  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  
rewards available to members of the group: 
the more valuable to a group's members are 
the activities (or sentiments) they receive 
from other members or from the [group] 
environment, the more cohesive it is. 
Thus, cohesive forces are seen as being the rewards or fruits 
of interaction with one's fellow group members. 
Wolfinger (90, p. 643) has recently stated that one of the 
main weaknesses of the reputational method is that 
. . . identification of leaders which the 
reputational method is supposed to achieve 
has. very limited utility for another reason. 
A demographic classification of such leaders 
is not a description of a city's political 
[influencej system because it does not indi­
cate whether they are allies or enemies. To 
establish the existence of a ruling elite, 
one must show not only that influence is dis­
tributed unequally but also that those who 
have the most influence are united so as to 
act in concert rather than in. opposition. 
One cannot conclude that the highest-ranked 
individuals comprise a ruling group rather 
than merely an aggregate of leaders without 
establishing their cohesiveness as well as 
their power. 
In other words, Wolfinger is saying that evidence of "lateral" 
(34, p. 105) interaction between top influentials must be found 
before one can assume that these influentials do or do not tend 
to form a cohesive group. 
Romans (34, pp. 133-134) cites data from the analysis of 
small groups to indicate that in this kind of situation, there 
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does seem to be evidence of cohesive relationships among top 
leaders. For example, 
. . . the more frequently persons interact 
with one another, the stronger their senti­
ments. of friendship for one another are apt 
to be . . . persons who feel sentiments of 
liking for one another will express those 
sentiments in activities over and above the 
activities of the external fproblem-solving"! 
system. J 
or (34, p. 184): 
. . . the more equal in social rank a number 
of men are, the more frequently they will 
interact with one another. 
If it is logical to treat the community as a social 
system, it may, then, also seem logical to extend these hypoth­
esized relationships between top leaders to the community and 
attempt to describe the relationships of top influentials to 
one another. 
Therefore, the following general hypothesis can be stated: 
G. H. 3 : Top influentials will tend to originate more inter­
action indicative of a cohesive relationship to other 
top influentials than they will to other system 
members. 
As has been mentioned previously, influence must be viewed 
as a relationship. Within our analysis we must not concentrate 
too much on the person of influence and ignore the role of 
those who are influenced. For, as Laswell would remind us (45, 
pp. 170-171), 
The conceptualization of status [influence! 
presupposes a perceptive person with some kind 
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of role orientations in some kind of social 
contact with a variety of persons . . . 
Social status is perceived as memory responds 
to. sensory stimuli ... Knowing a person 
is remembering a person . . . The locus of 
perception is at the perceiver . . . Not only 
does he carry his own social position around 
in his head, but he also carries positions or 
potential positions for every person that is 
significant to him. 
In other words, community members could be used to evalu­
ate their own potential social influence (subjective) or the 
potential influence of other community members (reputational) 
if we but specify the appropriate frame of reference which they 
are to use as a criterion for their ranking of themselves or 
others. 
Influence Frame of Reference 
In this study, frame of reference is defined as one per­
ceptual standpoint or criterion, from an infinite number of 
such, that the respondent can use to rank other community units 
with regard to perceived influence. 
Before a community member can attribute influence to other 
community units, he must ask himself, "Influence for what and 
under what circumstances?" As has already been mentioned, 
Jennings (39) severely criticized the "popularity" test 
\ approach to sociometry, because no "socio-criteria" were in­
volved and the respondents were too frequently not told, "Pop­
ularity for what?" White (#9), Schulze (75) and Blumberg (12) 
attempted to get at this problem in community research by 
having the rankings of formal organization heads compared to 
57 
those of another sample of community respondents. However, 
little or no attempt has been made to observe the effect of 
diverse frames of reference on group or individual perceptions 
of community power. Would such an analysis seem necessary or 
tenable? 
There is both theoretical and empirical evidence (77) to 
suggest not only that a person's perceptions are a function of 
his frame of reference, but also that the experimenter can 
manipulate these frames of reference and, hence, the respond­
ent's perceptions of stimuli presented to him. It is vital to 
know to what extent varying the frame of reference that commu­
nity respondents use affects the congruence or agreement 
resulting when community respondents rank other community 
units. 
Merton, while discussing The American Soldier (52, p. 241), 
speaks of the need for research related to the relationship 
between frames of reference and perception: 
Subsequent analysis would then be in terms 
of systematic comparison of individuals in 
the same status but with immediate associates 
who have distinctly opposed norms [different 
frames of reference] or who are in contrasting 
situations. Replicated studies [comparison 
method] including such materials would sub­
stantially advance our present understanding 
of the workings of reference group behavior. 
Congruence of Perceived Influence 
In this dissertation, congruence of perceived influence is 
defined as the degree to which uniformity exists between 
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different perceived influence hierarchies. 
Maximum theoretical congruence would exist (34, p. 248) 
when : 
All of the stimuli a man presents rank better 
or higher than the corresponding stimuli 
presented by another man — or when, of 
course, all of the stimuli presented by the 
two men rank as equal. 
In this study, our major concern is with perceived influ­
ence. We have seen that a man's perceptions of his environment 
are a function of his frame of reference and that these frames 
of reference can be experimentally manipulated (77). We have 
also seen that the community researchers who have used the 
reputational approach have not experimentally manipulated the 
respondent's frame of reference or even assured themselves that 
they had a specific one. What they have done, for the most 
part, is to analyze the congruence resulting when different 
samples of respondents (heads of organizations, professional 
men, economic dominants, and lay people) rank other community 
units. It may very well be that the lack of congruence in 
•their findings which has led to so much criticism (90, p. 639) 
may be due to the fact that no such frame of reference was 
established for the respondents. 
Therefore, the following general hypothesis can be stated: 
G.H. 4; Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where a frame of reference is 
ignored or no common frame of reference is used when 
different samples of community respondents rank other 
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community units. 
If we are able to accept G.H. 4, and if we can generalize 
from the research involving small_ group situations, already 
cited (77, 34), to the community, it would then seem logical 
that different community respondents using the same or similar 
frames of reference to establish influence hierarchies would 
establish similar hierarchies. 
Therefore, the following general hypothesis can be stated 
with regard to the relationship between frame of reference and 
congruence of perception: 
G.H. 5A: Congruence of perceived influence will be associated 
with situations where different samples of community 
respondents use the same or similar frame of refer­
ence to rank other community units. 
It may also logically follow, then, that different commu­
nity members using dissimilar frames of reference would estab- -
lish influence hierarchies that are not similar. 
The next general hypothesis is: 
G.H. 5B: Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where different samples of com­
munity respondents use dissimilar frames of reference 
to rank other community units. 
. Now it is just as possible for the same respondent to use 
different frames of reference (52, p. 247) as it is to find 
different respondents using different frames of reference. It 
would then seem logical that to the degree the same community 
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respondent uses somewhat different frames of reference, he 
would establish dissimilar influence hierarchies. 
The next general hypothesis is: 
G.H. 6: Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where the same community respond­
ent uses different or dissimilar frames of reference 
to rank other community residents. 
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•METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The preceding chapter has set the general framework of 
this dissertation by determining and defining concepts, and 
hypothesizing relationships between the concepts that have been 
stated in the form of general hypotheses. 
After one has logically formulated a theoretical model, 
the next step is to operationalize the concepts stated in the 
general hypotheses. In order to operationalize the concepts 
used, one must attempt to establish epistemic correlations 
between the concepts and their specific empirical measures. 
After testing the resulting empirical hypotheses, one may be 
able to place more credence in the usefulness of the general 
hypotheses or to develop insights about the relationship be­
tween concepts that will allow one to restate the general 
hypotheses. 
The major purposes of this section are : (1) to derive the 
epistemic correlations related to the theoretical concepts used, 
and (2) to derive the empirical hypotheses to be tested. 
Description of the Study 
The "comparative" analysis of community structure is the 
general research method that is to be employed in this disser­
tation. The major units for this comparative analysis are the 
three communities of Jefferson, Grand Junction, and Seranton, 
Iowa. These three communities are all located in Greene 
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County, Iowa, within close proximity to one another. Within 
the framework of such a comparative method, the relationships 
among and between community problems, perceived community 
influence, and community formal organizational structure will 
be investigated. 
Rationale for Comparative Study 
Reiss (68) has recently pointed out the necessity of com­
paring several communities before drawing generalizations from 
them. He stated that too many "community" studies in the past 
were not really community studies — but studies of a specific 
community and, hence, not generalizable. Reiss suggested 
treating the communities systematically, and seeing how changes 
in community variables are related to community behavior. 
Also, as was stated in the review of literature, most recent 
studies of community leadership have centered upon relatively 
large urban communities. It was decided to study intensively 
the leadership structure of the three largest communities in 
Greene County, Iowa, as part of the very rigorous NC-18 •*" 
Regional Study (see p. 3)• One advantage that was hoped to be 
gained from such a comparative study was a rural-rural and 
urban-urban comparative analysis of perceived community 
leadership. 
Administration of Questionnaires 
The empirical data were obtained from three types of ques­
tionnaires, parts of which have to do with the main objectives 
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of this dissertation. The questionnaires were administered in 
each of the three communities in Greene County, Iowa, 1957-
1958. 
The first questionnaire (see Appendix C) was a Problem 
Questionnaire. The "frame of reference" being employed was the 
"local community." This questionnaire was used to gain data 
concerning the respondent's biographical history, his percep­
tions of important problems, and what person or groups (organi­
zations in the community) he would contact to help solve these 
problems. The questionnaires were functionally oriented; inter­
viewers tried to ascertain any problem that might exist in rela­
tion to transportation, health, and any other area of community 
life over which the respondent expressed serious concern, and 
to then determine which people and groups were perceived as 
being problem-solvers. 
The Problem Questionnaires were administered to a selec­
tive sample of community residents. It was felt that maximum 
utilization of the questionnaire could be obtained, considering 
the limited resources, by concentrating, for the most part, on 
one area of community life from which to draw the sample. An 
attempt was made to select a 100-percent sample of those commu­
nity residents who were assumed to be most aware of community 
affairs in each of the three communities. This sample included 
owners or managers of all major businesses, all professional 
members of the community, and all major civic officers and 
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officials. This sample consisted of a total of 160 question­
naires in the three communities (Table 4): 81 in Jefferson, 35 
in Scranton, and 44 in Grand Junction. 
Table 4. Total number of questionnaires administered by type 
of questionnaire and community of residence of 
interviewee 
Questionnaire Jefferson Scranton Grand Junction Total 
Problem 81 35 44 160 
Formal Organization 90 38 39 167 
Informal Leader 10 6 6 22 
Total 181 79 89 349 
The second type of questionnaire administered was the 
Formal Organization Questionnaire (Appendix C). The leading 
organizations* (Appendix D) were determined in each community, 
and the president or other knowledgeable person in each organi­
zation was interviewed. Biographical data, information about 
'"The criteria for selection of formal organizations were: 
(1) published notice of meeting in weekly paper; (2) regularly 
scheduled meeting; (3) regularly elected officers; and (4) hav­
ing a written constitution and/or by-laws. A newspaper list 
was supplemented by inquiry of local community respondents. 
Evidence of success was the fact that the formal organizations 
on which information was obtained included all those which 
appeared important in the community relationship analysis, plus 
many "isolates." No attempt was made to obtain information 
from formal organizations in the open country. 
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the organization's formal functioning history and elected 
officers, the respondent's perceptions of the type of inter­
action this organization had with other organizations "within" 
the community, and the respondent's perceptions of people from 
"within" and from "without" this organization who were impor­
tant in the informal leadership structure of the community were 
obtained with this questionnaire. 
The questions administered to the heads of formal organi­
zations were purposefully made more general than those that 
were given on the Problem Questionnaire. It was felt that 
heads of formal organizations would be more aware of community 
residents involved in many broad phases, of community action; 
also, it was desired to later compare the list of leaders 
selected on both questionnaires. 
The heads of formal organizations were also asked to state 
the major problems they considered most important in eight 
functional areas. These Formal Organization Questionnaires 
were given to 90 residents in Jefferson, 38 in Scranton, and 39 
in Grand Junction, Iowa. 
The third type of questionnaire administered was the 
Informal Leader Questionnaire (Appendix C). People named most 
frequently on the Problem Questionnaire were operationally 
defined as "informal leaders" and were administered this Infor­
mal Leader Questionnaire. Because of a lack of time and money, 
only the individuals mentioned most often were given this ques= 
tionnaire. Six people in Scranton, 6 in Grand Junction, and 10 
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in Jefferson were so operationally defined and interviewed. 
Biographical data, organizational membership, history of 
formal leadership, data on informal interaction, and the per­
ceptions of informal leadership within the community were 
gathered with this instrument. 
In summary, three different questionnaires (l60 Problem, 
167 Formal Organization, and 22 Informal Leader questionnaires) 
were administered in Grand Junction, Jefferson, and Scranton, 
Iowa. Some of the data from these questionnaires will be used 
in this dissertation to help analyze the extent and type of 
relationships between perceived community influence, community 
problems, and formal organizational structure. 
The data obtained from the three types of questionnaires 
that had to do with this dissertation were coded and punched on 
IBM cards. For the most part, the analysis utilized in this 
study was computed from IBM 650 machine runs. 
Measurement of Concepts Related to 
Formal and Informal Patterns of Leadership 
Authority 
Authority is legitimized power over other system units. 
This type of power lies in an office or formal position. It 
would seem logical that one index of authority would be a 
function of the extent to which a person holds formal offices 
in community formal organizations. 
Some system had to be devised that would take into account 
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the total number of offices held and the rank of these offices 
held. The following arbitrarily weighted system was used to 
obtain a hierarchy based on total office score (see Appendix 
B): (1) president, 4 points ; (2) vice-president, 3 points; 
(3) secretary, secretary-treasurer, or treasurer, 2 points: and 
(4) other officer or committee chairman, 1 point. This score 
assumes that a given office is an index of the same amount of 
authority in different organizations ; it assumes that the dif­
ference between office levels is the same ; and it assumes that 
chairmen of committees have the same amount of authority as do 
minor officers. However, it was decided that this system was 
well suited for most formal organizations. Thus, the following 
epistemic correlation can be stated: 
E.Ç. 1: Formal authority will be measured by the total office 
score. 
Perceived influence 
To determine the actual community influence of the various 
community units would require one to serve as a participant 
observer. It would be necessary to observe a large number of 
specific unit acts of behavior. Because of the methodological 
limitations of this method, the perceived influence that some 
community respondents attributed to other units was determined. 
The use of perceived influence as a measure of influence 
would seem logical if one remembers that Homans (34, p. 182) 
has found: 
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. . . the higher a man's social rank, the 
larger will be the number of persons that 
originate interaction for him, either directly 
or through intermediaries. 
Measures of perceived influence were obtained from all 
three questionnaires. The following question from the Problem 
Questionnaire (see Appendix C) was designed to measure the per­
ceived influence that knowledgeable business men and civic 
leaders attributed to community units with regard to problems 
they felt existed in specific functional areas of community 
life: 
"What persons or groups (organizations) in this community 
would you contact to help solve this problem?" ("Name of 
organization ; " 
Name of "key person " ) 
Two measures of reputed influence were tabulated for each 
community unit mentioned as a problem-solver. One measure was 
the total, number of different mentions in each specific problem 
area; another measure was the total number of different men­
tions summed over all areas. The total number of different 
mentions,, rather than the total number, of mentions, was used as 
a measure of total influence in order to avoid a halo effect 
that-might result if a few individuals named the same community 
units many times. 
Thus, the following epistemic correlations can be stated: 
E.G. 2: The number of mentions as a problem-solver in a spe­
cific functional area will be a measure of influence 
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in that specific area. 
E.Co 3î The total number of different mentions summed over all 
areas of problem-solving will be a measure of total 
influence* as a problem-solver, with the whole commu­
nity as a frame of reference used by the raters. From 
now on, in this study, this score will be referred to 
as total perceived influence. 
Besides providing a measure of authority, the Formal 
Organization Questionnaire provided six measures of perceived 
influence. Once again, as with E.G. 2 and E.G. 3, reputed in­
fluence will be taken as a measure of actual influence. Four 
questions (see Appendix C) were used to determine this reputed 
influence (question nos. from Formal Organization Question­
naire ) : 
"30. Who from your organization was instrumental in 
organizing or leading community activities last 
year?" 
"31. Who from your organization has been instrumental in 
organizing or leading community activities since 
1950?" 
*Because of the specificity of the questions and issues on 
the Problem Questionnaire, and because it was felt these 
respondents would be less likely to be influenced by possible 
clique preferences than would officers of organizations or 
informal leaders, the informal influence hierarchy was.defined 
as the ranking of community units by total influence as meas­
ured on the Problem Questionnaire. Other measures of total 
perceived influence will always indicate the source of the 
data. 
- f 
70 
"36. Who are the 3 individuals from your organization 
most depended upon to get things done by the commu­
nity as a whole?" 
"35. With regard to the community as a whole, who are the 
3 individuals most depended upon to get things done?" 
Thus, the following epistemic correlations can be stated: 
E.G. 4: Total number of mentions as "instrumental in organiz­
ing community activities (Question No. 30) in 1950" 
will be a measure of influence as a community organ­
izer in 1950. This score will be referred to as 
perceived instrumental influence in 1950. 
E.G. 5: Total number of mentions as "instrumental in organiz­
ing community activities since 1950" will be a measure 
of influence as a community organizer since 1950. This 
score will be referred to as perceived instrumental 
influence since 1950. 
E.G. 6: Total number of mentions as "from your organization 
most depended upon to get things done by the commu­
nity" (Question No. 36) will be a measure of the 
influence a person in the organization has to get 
things done by the community as a whole. This score 
will be referred to as intra-organizational community 
influence. 
E.G. 7: The total number of different mentions on Question 
Nos. 30, 31, and 36 will be a measure of the "total 
influence of someone from within the organization." 
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"Within the organization" is the frame of reference 
being used here by the rater. This score will be 
referred to as total intra-organizational influence. 
E.G. 8: The total number of mentions "with regard to the com­
munity as a whole" (Question No. 35) will be a meas­
ure of a person's influence, now not necessarily some­
one from"this organization, with regard to the commu­
nity as a whole. Note that people who are not even 
members of the organization can be mentioned here and 
that the "whole community" is the frame of reference 
here as with E.G. 3• This score will be referred to 
as extra-organizational community influence. 
E.G. 9: The total number of different mentions on Question 
Nos. 30, 31, 35, and 36 will be a measure of a per­
son's total influence, without regard to any specific 
frame of reference. Note that a specific frame of 
reference such as "within the organization" or "commu­
nity in general" is obscured here. This score will be 
referred to as total perceived influence. 
The Informal Leader Questionnaire provided data that were 
used as four different measures of reputed influence. The 
following three questions (see Appendix C) were asked each per­
son given this questionnaire: 
"1. Suppose a major project were before the community, 
. one that required a decision by a group of leaders 
whom nearly everyone would accept. Which people 
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would you choose to make up this group •— regardless -
of whether or not you know them personally?" 
"2. In most communities certain persons are said to be 
influential 'behind the scenes' and to have a lot to 
say about programs that are planned, projects, and 
issues that come up around town. What persons in 
your community are influential this way?" 
"3. If a decision were to be made in Des Moines that 
affected your community, who would be the best con­
tact man to get in touch with state officials 
(besides local members of the legislature)?" 
Thus, the following epistemic correlations can be stated: 
E.G. 10: The total number of mentions as "all the community 
would accept" (Question No. 1) will be a measure of 
influence as someone the whole community would 
accept. Note that, as was the case with E.G. 3 and 
E.G. 8, the "whole community" is the frame of refer­
ence here. This score will be referred to as consen­
sual leader influence. 
E.G. 11: The total number of mentions as "behind the scenes" 
(Question No. 2) will be a measure of the influence 
for behind the scenes. Note that "behind the scene's" 
is the frame of reference used here. This score will 
be referred to as behind-the-scenes influence. 
E.G. 12: The total number of mentions as an extra-community 
"contact man" (Question No. 3) will be a measure of 
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the influence for contact man. Note that "contact 
man" is the frame of reference used here. This score 
will be referred to as extra-community contact 
influence. 
E.G. 13: The total number of different mentions on the Infor­
mal .Leader Questionnaire (E.G.1 s 10, 11, and 12) will 
be a measure of total influence without regard to any 
specific frame of reference. This score will be 
referred to as total perceived influence. 
Polymorphic or general influential 
Just as the number of mentions as a problem-solver were 
measures of reputed influence with regard to specific problem 
areas, the number of "different" areas in which a community 
unit is named as a problem-solver may be related to how general 
his influence is in the community. 
Thus, the following epistemic correlation can be stated: 
E.G. 14: The number of different problem areas in which a com­
munity unit is reputed to be a problem-solver will be 
a measure of the generality of his influence. This 
will be referred to as generality of influence score. 
Now, it is possible that being named by numerous individ­
uals in different areas on the Problem Questionnaire is merely 
a function of being named often. Therefore, there is need to 
take this into consideration. It is vital to know the number 
of areas in which a person is listed as a top influential, not 
74 
merely the number of areas in which he is listed as a problem-
solver. 
Thus, the following epistemic correlation can be stated: 
E.G. 15: The total number of times a community unit is ranked 
as a top problem-solver* with regard to most influ­
ence in a specific problem-solving area will be a 
measure of the generality of his influence. This 
will be referred to as generality of upper-echelon 
influence score. 
Social cohesiveness 
Cohesiveness, or the bond that tends to hold groups to­
gether, may be related to the rewards received from partici­
pating in group activities. These rewards can be quite varied 
and their importance and specificity may vary from one individ­
ual to another. However, it seems logical that such things as 
friendship, being able to go to someone to get a problem 
solved, family visits, and having acquaintances one sees every 
day could constitute rewards. 
Three questions from the Informal Leader Questionnaire 
(see Appendix C) were designed to help provide data related to 
the rewards associated with a cohesive relationship: 
*In Jefferson, this will include the number of times a 
person or organization is one of the top five units mentioned 
in specific areas. Because of the fewer questionnaires in­
volved in Grand Junction and Scranton, this will include the 
number of times a person or organization is one of the top 
three units named. 
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1. "Now we would like you to name for us all of your 
everyday business acquaintances that come to your 
mind." 
2. "Now we would like you to name for us all of your 
close personal friends that you have in your commu­
nity ." 
3. "Are there any families in your community with which 
you and your family get together at least once every 
two weeks? If so, what families are they? How often 
do you get together?" 
Thus, the following epistemic correlations can be stated: 
E.G. 16: The number of times people who are mentioned as 
"close personal friends" are in the same approximate 
position on the total influence hierarchy as the 
informal leaders will be a measure of cohesiveness. 
This score will be referred to as friendship-choice 
mentions. 
E.G. 17: The number of times people who are mentioned as 
"everyday business acquaintances" are in the same 
approximate position on the total influence hierarchy 
as the informal leaders will be a measure of cohe­
siveness. This score will be referred to as 
business-acquaintance mentions. 
E.G. 18: The number of times people who are mentioned as 
representing families that are visited frequently are 
in the same approximate position on the total 
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influence hierarchy as the informal leaders will be 
a measure of cohesiveness. This score will be 
referred to as frequent-visiting mentions. 
Also, the informal leaders were asked to name people whom 
they felt would be most : (1) acceptable to all the community, 
(2) influential behind the scenes, and (3) useful as extra-
community contact people. 
Thus, the following epistemic correlation can be started: 
E.G. 19: The number of times people who are nominated as 
general community problem-solvers (E.G.'s 10, 11, and 
12) on the Informal Leader Questionnaire are in the 
same approximate position on the total influence 
hierarchy as the informal leaders will be a measure 
of cohesiveness. This score will be referred to as 
informal-leader, problem-solver mentions. 
Frame of reference 
The total number of different mentions on each of the 
three questionnaires is being used as a measure of total influ­
ence (see E.G.'s 3, 9, and 13), but when the total number of 
different mentions is summed across all the specific areas in 
the three questionnaires, specific frames of reference are then 
ignored except in the case of E.G. 3. 
Note, also, that E.G. 3, E.G. 8, and E.G. 10 all have the 
same or similar frame of reference. This is because on the 
Problem Questionnaire units were named to solve problems "in 
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the community," on the Formal Organization Questionnaire people 
were named as problem-solvers "with regard to the community as 
a whole," and on the Informal Leader Questionnaire people were 
named whom "all the community would accept." 
Note that E.G. 3 has a different frame of reference than 
E.G. 4, E.G. 5, E.G. 6, or E.G. 7. E.G. 3 also has a different 
frame of reference than E.G. 11 or E.G. 12 — i.e., different 
samples of community respondents and different frames of 
reference. 
In addition, note that E.G. 8 has a different frame of 
reference than E.G. 6 or E.G. 7. Also, E.G. 10 has a different 
frame of reference than E.G. 11 or E.G. 12 — i.e., same people 
but, in each case, different frames of reference. 
Congruence of perception 
Congruence (agreement) of perception in this study has to 
do with the extent to which different samples of community 
respondents tend to rank the same community units in the same 
or similar ways. 
We shall be interested in the extent to which different 
samples of community respondents with the same or similar 
frames of reference tend to establish similar hierarchies, the 
extent to which different people with different frames of ref­
erence establish different hierarchies, and we shall also be 
interested in the extent to which -the same individuals with 
different frames of reference establish different hierarchies. 
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Thus, the following epistemic correlations can be stated: 
E.G. 20: The extent to which the total number of mentions on 
the three questionnaires with regard to the same 
frame of reference (E.G. 3, E.G. 8, and E.G. 10) are 
related to one another will be a measure of congru­
ence of perception. 
E.G. 21: The extent to which the total number of mentions on 
the Problem Questionnaire, E.G. 3, is related to 
E.G.1 s 4, 5, 6, and 7 from the Formal Organization 
Questionnaire and E.G.'s 11 and 12 from the Informal 
Leader Questionnaire will be a measure of congruence 
of perception. 
E.G. 22: The extent to which the number of mentions, E.G. 8, 
is related to E.G. 6 or E.G. 7, all from the Formal 
Organization Questionnaire, will be a measure of con­
gruence of perception. 
E.G. 23: The extent to which the number of mentions, E.G. 10, 
is related to E.G. 11 or E.G. 12, all from the Infor­
mal.Leader Questionnaire, will be a measure of con­
gruence of perception. 
Empirical Hypotheses 
In the theory section, the rationale was given far the use 
and relationship of the concepts used to other concepts. Pre­
viously, this section has delineated the empirical measures of 
the concepts used. It now remains to state the hypothesized 
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relationships between the empirical measures that will be used 
to test the credence of the general hypotheses or to serve as a 
mechanism for the reformulation of the general hypotheses. 
G.H. 1: Authority and influence are not positively related to 
the extent that a high-ranking informal leader is also 
a high-ranking formal leader, and vice versa. 
E-.H. 1: Total office score and total perceived influ­
ence will not be positively related. 
E.H. 2: Total office score and perceived instrumental 
influence in 1950 will not be positively 
related. 
E.H. 3: Total office score and perceived instrumental 
influence since 1950 will not be positively 
related. 
E.H. 4: Total office score and intra-organizational 
influence since 1950 will not be positively 
related. 
E,H. 5: Total office score and total intra-organiza-
• tional influence will not be positively 
related. 
E.H. 6: Total office score and extra-organizational 
community influence will not be positively 
related. 
E.H. 7: Total office score and total perceived 
influence on the Formal Organization 
/ 
do 
Questionnaire will not be positively related. 
E.H. 8: Total office score and consensual leader 
influence will not be positively related. 
E.H. 9: Total office score and behind-the-scenes 
influence will not be positively related. 
E.H. 10: Total office score and extra-community con­
tact influence will not be positively 
related. 
E.H. 11 : Total office score and total perceived 
influence on the Informal Leader Question­
naire will not be positively related. 
G.H. 2: The influence patterns of top influential community 
units will tend to approach more closely a general or 
polymorphic pattern of influence than will the influ­
ence patterns of community units which are attributed 
less influence. 
E.H. 12: Generality of influence will be positively 
related to total perceived influence. 
E.H. 13 : Generality of upper-echelon influence will 
be positively related to total perceived 
influence. 
G.H. 3: Top influentials will tend to originate more inter­
action indicative of a cohesive relationship to other 
top influentials than they will to other system 
members. 
E.H. 14: Top influentials will assign a greater 
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proportion of friendship-choice mentions to 
other top influentials than they will to 
people who are in the lower echelons of the 
influence hierarchy. 
E.H. 15: Top influentials will assign a greater, pro­
portion of business-acquaintance mentions 
to other top influentials than they will to 
people who are in the lower echelons of the 
influence hierarchy. 
E.H. 16: Top influentials will assign a greater pro­
portion of frequent-visiting mentions to 
other top influentials than they will to 
people who are in the lower echelons of the 
influence hierarchy. 
E.H. 17: Top influentials will assign a greater pro­
portion of informal-leader, problem-solver 
mentions to other top influentials than they 
will to people who are in the lower echelons 
of the influence hierarchy. 
G.H. 4: Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where a frame of reference is 
ignored or- no common frame of reference is used when 
different samples of community respondents rank other 
community units. 
E.H. 18: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
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related to total perceived influence as 
measured on the Formal Organization Ques­
tionnaire. 
E.H. 19: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to total perceived influence as 
measured on the Informal Leader Question­
naire. 
E.H. 20: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Formal Organization Questionnaire will not 
be positively related to total perceived 
influence as measured on the Informal Leader 
Questionnaire. 
G.H. 5A: Congruence of perceived influence will be associated 
with situations where different samples of community 
respondents use the same or similar frame of reference 
to rank other community units. 
E.H. 21: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will be positively 
related to consensual leader influence on 
the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
E.H. 22: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will be positively 
related to extra-organizational community 
influence on the Formal Organization Ques­
tionnaire . 
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E.H. 23: Consensual leader influence on the Informal 
Leader Questionnaire will be positively 
related to extra-organizational community 
influence on the Formal Organization Ques­
tionnaire. 
G.H. 5B: Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where different samples of commu­
nity respondents use dissimilar frames of reference to 
rank other community units.• 
E.H. 24: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively • 
related to total intra-organizational 
influence. 
E.H. 25: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to behind-the-scenes influence. 
E.H. 26: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to extra-community contact influence. 
G.H. 6: Congruence of perceived influence will not be associ­
ated with situations where the same community respond­
ent uses different or dissimilar frames of reference 
to rank other community residents. 
E.H. 27: Total intra-organizational influence will 
not be positively related to extra-organiza­
tional community influence. 
E.H. 28: Consensual leader influence will .not be 
positively related to behind-the-scenes 
influence. 
E.H. 29: Consensual leader influence will not be 
positively related to extra-community con­
tact influence. 
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•ANALYSIS OF DATA 
In this chapter, the general hypotheses will be stated and 
then followed by the empirical hypotheses used to test the gen­
eral hypotheses. Because this is a comparative study, statis­
tics* related to each empirical hypothesis will be presented in 
tables after each empirical hypothesis so that comparisons can 
be made between communities. 
All general hypotheses (and the substantive hypotheses 
that follow the general hypotheses) that are stated so as to 
"positively" or "negatively" involve concepts or empirical 
measures (i.e., A is, or is not, positively related to B; or B 
is, or is not, negatively related to G) will be restated in the 
form of a null hypothesis which may then be subjected to a 
statistical test. However, some of the general and substantive 
hypotheses have been stated so as to predict no relationship 
between two concepts (i.e., A is not related to B, or B is not 
related to C). Because of the difficulty associated with the 
statement of a null hypothesis in this latter case, confidence 
intervals will be computed for the statistic used. If 0.00 is 
included in this confidence interval, while the general or sub­
stantive hypothesis cannot be "rejected" in the usual sense, 
one can infer that this relationship between the concepts may 
be zero unless sampling error has occurred (81, p. 76). 
. The formulas used to compute the statistics in this dis­
sertation have been placed in Appendix A. 
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General hypothesis 1: Authority and influence are not 
positively related to the extent that a high-ranking informal 
leader is also a high-ranking formal leader, and vice versa. 
E.H. 1: Total office score and total perceived influence 
will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 5-
Table 5• Correlation of total office score and total perceived 
influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.06 0.11 0.09 
Confidence interval 
-0.23 < P < 0.34 -0.24 < P < 0.43 -0.24 < P < 0.40 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may actually be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 
chance has occurred. These data do not tend to reject the 
general hypothesis. 
The reason these correlations are so low is because of the 
large number of people who do not hold any office. Note (Appen­
dix B) that 60.4 percent of the power structure in Jefferson, 
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60.6 percent in Grand Junction, and 62.2 percent in Scranton 
held no office of.any kind. It is interesting to note that 13, 
or 72.2 percent, of the members of the Grand Junction power 
structure who have any office score whatsoever are women. In 
the Scranton power structure, 12, or 60 percent, are women, 
while in the Jefferson power structure, 4> or only 21.1 per­
cent, are women. But even though there is a tendency for 
women to be the top office-holders in Scranton and Grand 
Junction, in none of the three communities is there a tendency 
for women to be near the top in the total perceived influence 
hierarchy. 
E.H. 2: Total office score and perceived instrumental 
influence in 1950 will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 6. 
Table 6. Correlation of total office score and perceived 
instrumental influence in 1950 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.46 0.44 
Confidence interval 
0.00 
0.20 < P < 0.66 0.12 < P < 0.68 -0,32 < P < 0.32 
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Note that in Jefferson and Grand Junction the confidence 
interval does not contain 0.00, so the prediction of no posi­
tive relationship cannot be accepted. In two out of three 
cases, these data do not tend to support the general hypothesis. 
E.H. 3: Total office score and perceived instrumental 
influence since 1950 will not be positively 
related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 7. 
Table ?• Correlation of total office score and perceived 
instrumental influence since 1950 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.20 0.44 0.00 
Confidence interval 
-0.09 < P < 0.44 0.12 < P < 0.68 " -0.32 < P < 0.32 
Note that in only one community, Grand Junction, is the 
correlation 0.00 not included in the confidence interval. In 
Grand Junction, there is a greater tendency for the heads of 
formal organizations to prefer that instrumental leaders be 
officers of the formal organization. 
In two out of three cases, there is no evidence to reject 
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the general hypothesis, unless a l-in-20 chance has occurred. 
E.H. l+: Total office score and intra-organizational com­
munity influence will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 8. 
Table 8. Correlation of total office score and intra-
organization community influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.28 0.13 . 0.14 
Confidence interval 
-0.01 < P < 0.52 -0.22 < P £ 0.45 -0.19 < P < 0.44 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 chance has 
occurred. ' These data do not tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. 
E.H. 5: Total office score and total intra-organizational 
influence will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 9. 
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Table 9. Correlation of total office score and total intra-
organizational influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.30 0.47 0.14 
Confidence interval 
0.02 <P < 0.54 0.16 < P < 0.70 -0.19 £ P < 0.44 
Note that in only one community, Scranton, is the correla­
tion 0.00 included in the confidence interval; hence, the 
hypothesis of no positive relationship may be open to serious 
doubt. Clearly, then, the heads of formal organizations in 
Jefferson and Grand Junction prefer to work with informal 
leaders who are officers when accomplishing social action with­
in the framework of the formal organization to a greater extent 
than do the heads of formal organizations in Scranton. 
E.H. 6: Total office score and extra-organizational com­
munity influence will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 10. 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that, unless a l-in-20 chance has occurred, this correlation is 
0.00. These data do not tend to reject the general hypothesis. 
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Table 10. Correlation of total office score and extra-
organizational community influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.25 '0.00 0.21 
Confidence interval 
-0.04 < P < 0.51 -0.34 < P < 0.34 -0.12.< P 4. 0.50 
Note that the heads of formal organizations do not associ­
ate total office score with extra-organizational influence. In 
Jefferson and Grand Junction, they do associate total office 
score with total intra-organizational influence (see E.H. 5). 
E.H. 7: Total office score and total perceived influence 
on the Formal Organization Questionnaire will not 
be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 11. 
Note that although the heads of formal organizations asso­
ciate influence within the organization with total office score 
(E.H. 5) in Jefferson and Grand Junction, they do not do so 
with influence that may be extra-organizational (E.H. 6) in any 
of the three communities. These two factors tend to cancel one 
another when the two types of influence are combined in order 
to gain a measure of total perceived influence on the Formal 
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Table 11. Correlation of total office score and total 
perceived influence from the Formal Organization 
Questionnaire 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.26 0.20 0.31 
Confidence interval 
-0.03 < P < 0.51 -0.15 < P < 0.51 -0.01 < P < 0.57 
Organization Questionnaire. 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 chance has 
occurred. These data do not tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. 
E.H. 8: Total office score and consensual leader influ­
ence will not be positively related. 
The computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 12. 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 chance has 
occurred. These data do not tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. 
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Table 12. Correlation of total office score and consensual 
leader influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.04 -0.22 0.03 
Confidence interval 
-0.25 < P < 0.32 -0.52 < P < 0.13 -0.29 < P ± 0.32 
E.H. 9: Total office score and behind-the-scenes influ­
ence will not be positively related. 
Computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 13• 
Table 13. Correlation of total office score and behind-the-
scenes influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.04 -0.20 -0.09 
Confidence interval 
-0.25 < P < 0.32 -0.51 < P £ 0.15 -0.40 < P < 0.24 
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Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 chance has 
occurred. These data do not tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. 
E.H. 10: Total office score and extra-community contact 
influence will not be positively related. 
Computed correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 14. 
Table 14. Correlation of total office score and extra-
community contact influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
0.31 -0.11 -0.02 
Confidence interval 
0.03 < P < 0.55 -0.43 < P < 0.23 -0.34 < P < 0.30 
In two out of three cases, the correlation 0.00 may be 
included in the confidence interval and one can infer that this 
correlation may be 0.00. Note, however, that this is not the 
case with Jefferson. Informal leaders in Jefferson prefer to 
use formal officers as extra-community contact men to a much 
greater degree than do informal leaders in Grand Junction or 
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Scranton. This extra-community type of influence is the only 
type these informal leaders in Jefferson associate with total 
office score (see E.H. 8 and E.H. 9). In two out of three 
cases, these data do not tend to reject the general hypothesis. 
E.H. 11: Total office score and total perceived influence 
on the Informal Leader Questionnaire will not be 
positively related. 
The computed.correlation coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 15. 
Table 15. Correlation of total office score and total per­
ceived influence on the Informal Leader Question­
naire 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Correlation 
-0.02 . -0 .23 0.00 
Confidence interval 
-0.30 < P < 0.26 -0.52 < P «£ 0.12 -0.32 £ P < 0.32 
Since the correlation 0.00 may be included in the confi­
dence interval associated with each community, one can infer 
that this correlation may be 0.00 unless a l-in-20 chance has 
occurred. These data do not tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. 
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General hypothesis 2: The influence patterns of top 
influential community units will tend to approach more closely 
a general or polymorphic pattern of influence than will the 
influence patterns of community units which are attributed less 
influence. 
E.H. 12: Generality of influence will be positively 
related to total perceived influence. The null 
form is: Generality of influence will not be 
positively related to total perceived influence. 
One can. observe the relationship of total perceived influ­
ence to generality of influence in Tables 16, 17 and 18 for 
people in the power structure of the three communities and in 
Tables 19, 20 and 21 for the organizations that are in the com­
munity power structures. 
It can be seen that there is a definite relationship 
between total perceived influence and generality of influence 
in all three communities. This is not only true of people, but 
also of organizations in the power structure. This positive 
relationship between total, perceived influence and generality 
of influence is not only apparent from the direct comparison of 
the two measures, but also from the ratio of generality to the 
number of community units having a given amount of influence. 
Since the null hypothesis clearly is not tenable, no 
statistic was computed. These data do support the general 
hypothesis, both with regard to influential people and influ­
ential organizations. 
Table 16. Total perceived, influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for people in Grand Junction, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
Number 
of 
people 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to people 
Generality of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
to people 
1- 2 
3- 4 
5- 6 
7- 8 
9-10+ 
Total 
12 
6 
1 
2 
4 
25 
16 
14 
3 
7 
16 
56 
1.33 
2.33 
3.00 
3.50 
4.00 
9 
6 
2 
3 
11 
31 
0.75 
1.00 
2.00 
1.50 
2.75 
Table 17. Total perceived influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for people in Jefferson, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
Number 
of 
people 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to people 
Generality of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
to people 
1- 2 9 9 1.00 
\ 
0 0.00 
3- 4 12 29 2.41 10 0.83 
5* 6 9 48 5.33 7 0.78 
7- 8 3 16 5.33 6 2.00 
9-10+ 7 54 7.71 19 2.71 
Total 40 156 42 
\ 
Table 18. Total perceived influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for people in Scranton, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
Number 
of 
people 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to people 
Generality of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
to people 
1- 2 
3- 4 
5- 6 
7- 8 
9-10+ 
10 
9 
1 
2 
3 
13 
23 
5 
10 
18 
1.30 
2 . 5 6  
5.00 
5.00 
6.00 
2 
2 
3 
7 
10 
0.20 
0.22 
3.00 
3.50 
3.33 
Total 25 69 24 
Table 19. Total perceived influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for organizations in Grand Junction, Iowa 
Total Number 
perceived of 
influence organizations 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to 
organizations 
Generality 
of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence to 
organizations 
1- 2 
3- 4 
5- 6 
7- 8 
9-10+ 
13 
1 
0 
1 
2 
13 
1 
0 
4 
14 
1.00 
1.00 
4.00 
7.00 
6 
1 
0 
4 
14 
0.46 
1.00 
4.00 
7.00 
Total 17 32 25 
Table 20. Total perceived influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for organizations in Jefferson, Iowa 
Total Number 
perceived of 
influence organizations 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to 
organizations 
Generality 
of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence to 
organizations 
1- 2 
3- 4 
5- 6 
7- 8 
9-10+ 
13 
8 
3 
2 
6 
15 
11 
9 
8 
26 
1.15 
1.38 
3.00 
4.00 
4.33 
5 
7 
5 
4 
18 
0.38 
0.88 
1.67 
2.00  
3.00 
Total 32 69 39 
Table 21. Total perceived influence, generality of influence, and generality of 
upper-echelon influence for organizations•in Scranton, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
Number 
of 
or ganizat ions.. 
Generality 
of 
influence 
Ratio of 
generality 
to 
organizations 
Generality 
of 
upper-echelon 
influence 
Ratio of 
upper-echelon 
influence to 
organizations 
1- 2 7 a 1.14 5 0.71 
3- 4 0 0 0 — — 
5- 6 3 8 2.67 5 1.67 
•
to 
i 0 0 — — 0 — — 
9-10+ 2 10 5.00 7 3.50 
Total 12 26 17 
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E.H. 13: Generality of upper-echelon influence will be 
positively related to total perceived influence. 
The null form is: Generality of upper-echelon 
influence will not be positively related to 
total perceived influence. 
It is apparent from the data in Tables 16, 17 and 18 for 
people and in Tables 19, 20 and 21 for organizations that there 
is a very definite relationship between the two operational 
measures. Evidence for the positive relationship is not only 
apparent from the direct comparison of total perceived influ­
ence and generality of upper-echelon influence, but also from 
the ratio of generality of upper-echelon influence to the 
number of community units having a given amount of influence. 
Since the null hypothesis clearly is not tenable, no statistic 
was computed. These data do support the general hypothesis, 
both with regard to influential people and influential organi­
zations. 
General hypothesis jh Top influentials will tend to 
originate more interaction indicative of a cohesive relation­
ship to other top influentials than they will to other system 
members. 
E.H. 14: Top influentials will assign a greater propor­
tion of friendship-choice mentions to other top 
influentials than they will to people who are in 
the lower echelons of the influence hierarchy. 
The null form is: Top influentials will not 
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assign a greater proportion of friendship-choice, 
mentions to other top influentials than they 
will to people who are in the lower echelons of 
the influence hierarchy. 
One can observe in Tables 22, 23 and 24 that the null 
hypothesis is clearly not tenable. Top influentials are more 
likely to mention other top influentials as friends than they 
are people who have been attributed less influence. Because 
the data seem clearly to be in disagreement with the null 
hypothesis, no statistic was computed. These data tend to 
support the general hypothesis in all three communities. 
E.H. 15: . Top influentials will assign a greater propor­
tion of business-acquaintance mentions to other 
top influentials than they will to people who 
are in the lower echelons of the influence 
hierarchy. The null form is: Top influentials 
will not assign a greater proportion of 
business-acquaintance mentions to other top 
influentials than they will to people who are in 
the lower echelons of the influence hierarchy. . 
Because it seems very clear from the data presented in 
Tables 22, 23 and 24 that the top Influentials receive more 
acquaintance mentions than one might expect due to chance, no 
statistic was computed. The null hypothesis clearly seems to 
be rejected. These data tend to support the general hypothesis 
.in all three communities. 
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Table 22. Friendship mentions, acquaintance mentions, .visiting 
mentions, and problem-solver mentions of top influ­
entials in Grand Junction, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
score 
Number 
of 
people 
Friendship 
mentions 
Acquaintance 
mentions 
Visiting 
mentions 
Problem-
solving 
mentions 
1 14 1 2 0 .5 
2 5 0 3 1 1 
3 2 2 5 0 1 
4 5 4 8 1 5 
5 0 — — . — — — 
6 1 • 0 1 0 0 
7 1 0 4 0 5 
8 1 2 4 0 6 
9 2 5 7 0 4 
10+ 2 6 7 0 11 
Total 33 20 41 2 38 
E.H. 16: Top influentials will assign a greater propor­
tion of frequent-visiting mentions to other top 
influentials than they will to people who are in 
the lower echelons of the influence hierarchy. 
The null form is: Top influentials will not 
assign a greater proportion of frequent-visiting 
mentions to other top influentials than they 
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Table 23. Friendship mentions, acquaintance mentions, visiting. 
mentions, and problem-solver mentions of top influ­
entials in Jefferson, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
score 
Number 
of 
people 
Friendship 
mentions 
Acquaintance 
mentions 
Visiting 
mentions 
Problem-
solving 
mentions 
1 13 3 5 • 2 ' 3 
2 4 0 5 0 4 
3 4 3 3 1 5 
4 8 2 ' 8 2 15 
5 5 3 3 • 1 11 
6 4 1 4 0 1 
7 2 1 2 0 2 
8 1 0 2 0 7 
9 1 . 1 5 1 7 
10+ 6 5 17 2 37 
Total 48 19 54 9 92 
will to people who are in the lower echelons of 
the influence hierarchy. 
One can see from the data presented in Tables 22, 23 and 
24 that because so few people were mentioned in this category 
of interaction, few reliable results can be determined. It was 
felt that only in Scranton were enough people mentioned to 
warrant the computation of any statistic. A chi-square value, 
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Table 24. Friendship mentions, acquaintance mentions, visiting 
mentions, and problem-solver mentions of top influ­
entials in Scranton, Iowa 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
score 
Number 
of 
people 
Friendship 
mentions 
Acquaintance 
mentions 
Visiting 
mentions 
Problem-
solving 
.mentions 
1 18 3 7 4 10 
2 3 2 3 1 3 
3 5 1 3 2 2 
4 4 10 8 4 7 
5 1 0 0 0 0 
6 0 — -
7 1 • 3 3 0 1 
8 1 0 2 0 1 
9 1 4 0 2 3 
10+ 2 8 4 • 5 10 
Total 36 31 30 18 37 
exact, resulted that is significant at the 0.05 level. In 
Scranton, the data tend to support the general hypothesis; no 
statement about the null hypothesis can be made with regard to 
Jefferson or Grand Junction because of insufficient data. 
E. H. 17: Top influentials will assign a greater propor­
tion of informal-leader, problem-solver mentions 
to other top influentials than they will to 
108 
people who are in the lower echelons of the 
influence hierarchy. The null form is: Top 
influentials will not assign a greater propor­
tion of informal-leaderj problem-solver mentions 
to other top influentials than they will to 
people who are in the lower echelons of the 
influence hierarchy. 
It seems quite apparent that the data presented in Tables 
22, 23 and 24 refute the null hypothesis. Top influentials are 
much more likely to name other top influentials as problem-
solvers than they are people who have been attributed less 
influence. Because the null hypothesis seems clearly to be 
rejected, no statistic was computed. These data tend to 
support the general hypothesis in all three communities. 
General hypothesis ]±: Congruence of perceived influence 
will not be associated with situations where a frame of refer­
ence is ignored or no common frame of reference is used when 
different samples of community respondents rank other community 
units. 
E.H. 18: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to total perceived influence as measured 
on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 25. 
Since the regression coefficient of 0.000 may be included 
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Table 25. Regression of total perceived influence, as measured 
on the Formal Organization Questionnaire, on total 
perceived influence, as measured on the Problem 
Questionnaire 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.626 0.167 0.091 
Confidence interval 
0*372 <yS < 0.880 -O.OO4 £ 0.338 -0.204 5 0.386 
in the confidence intervals associated with Grand Junction and 
Scranton, one can infer that there may be some evidence that 
this regression coefficient may actually be 0.000 unless a 
l-in-20 chance has occurred. Note, however, that the confi­
dence interval associated with Jefferson certainly does not 
contain 0.000. In two out of the three communities, then, the 
data do not tend to reject the general hypothesis. 
E.H. 19: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to total perceived influence as measured 
on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 26. 
In two out of the three communities, Scranton and Grand 
Junction, the regression coefficient 0.000 does not lie within 
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Table 26. Regression of total perceived influence, as measured 
on the Informal Leader Questionnaire, on total 
perceived influence, as measured on the Problem 
Questionnaire 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton ' 
Regression coefficient 
0.195 0.315 Ô.297 
Confidence interval 
-0.118 0.350 0.217 < / 3 <  0.413 0.231 < 0.431 
the confidence interval. These data tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. Only in the case of Jefferson does the data not 
tend to reject the general hypothesis. 
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E.H. 20: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Formal Organization Questionnaire will not be 
positively related to total perceived influence 
as measured on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
The computed regression coefficients a'nd their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 27. 
Since the regression coefficient 0.000 may be included in 
the confidence interval associated with each community, one can 
infer that this coefficient may be 0.000, unless a l-in-20 
chance has occurred. These data do not tend to reject the 
general hypothesis. 
Ill 
Table 27. Regression of total perceived influence, as 
measured on the Informal Leader Questionnaire, on 
total perceived influence, as measured on the 
Formal Organization Questionnaire 
Jefferson Grând Junction Scranton • 
Regression coefficient 
0.167 0.260 0.057 
Confidence interval 
-0.054 0.388 -0.03 0  < f i< 0.550 -0.134 </3é °*248 
General hypothesis 5A: Congruence of influence will be 
associated with situations where different samples of community 
respondents use the same or similar frame of reference to rank 
other community units. 
E.H. 21: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will be positively related 
to consensual leader influence on the Informal 
Leader Questionnaire. The null form is: Total 
perceived influence as measured on the Problem 
Questionnaire will not be positively related to 
consensual leader influence on the Informal 
Leader Questionnaire. 
The computed regression coefficients, t values, and sig­
nificance levels have been placed in Table 28. 
The t values associated with the regression coefficients 
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Table 28. Regression of consensual leader influence on total 
perceived influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction . Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.199 0.289 0.274 
t value 
5.40 7.35 5.35 
Significance 
0.001 0.001 0.001 
are all significant at the 0.001 level, clearly rejecting the 
null hypothesis. These data tend to support the general 
hypothesis. 
E.H. 22: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will be positively related 
to extra-organizational community influence on 
the Formal Organization Questionnaire. The null 
form is: Total perceived influence as measured 
on the Problem Questionnaire will not be posi­
tively related to extra-organizational community 
influence on the Formal Organization Question­
naire . 
The regression coefficients, t values, and significance 
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Table 29. Regression of extra-organizational community influ­
ence on total perceived influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.495 0.239 0.233 
t value 
5.51 3.15 1.82 
Significance 
0.001 0.005 0.100 
levels have been placed in Table 29. 
In Jefferson and Grand Junction, the t values are signifi­
cant at 0.005 or less and, hence, reject the null hypothesis. 
However, the t value associated with Scranton is significant at 
only the 0.100 level. These data tend to support the general 
hypothesis, although not as much credence may be put in the 
Scranton data as in the Jefferson and Grand Junction data. 
E.H. 23: Consensual leader influence on the Informal 
Leader Questionnaire will be positively related 
to extra-organizational community influence on 
the Formal Organization Questionnaire. The null 
form is: Consensual leader influence on the 
Informal Leader Questionnaire will not be 
114 
positively related to extra-organizational com­
munity influence on the Formal Organization 
Questionnaire. 
The computed regression coefficients, t values, and sig­
nificance levels have been placed in Table 30. 
Table 30. Regression of consensual leader influence on extra-
organizational community influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.250 0.325 0.139 
t value 
5.29 2.69 1.67 
Significance 
0.001 0.025 0.200 
In Jefferson and Grand Junction, the t value is signifi­
cant at 0.025 or less and, hence, tends to reject the null 
hypothesis. Note, however, that while the data in Scranton 
seems to be oriented toward the predicted direction, the t 
value is significant at only the 0.200 level. These.data tend 
to support the general hypothesis. 
General hypothesis 5B: Congruence of influence will not 
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be associated with situations where different samples of commu­
nity respondents use dissimilar frames of reference to rank 
other community units. 
E.H. 24: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to total intra-organizational influence. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 31• 
Table Regression of total intra-organizational "influence 
on total perceived influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
' 0.144 0.022 0.099 
Confidence interval 
0.053 </3 * 0.235 -0.108 < O.O64 -O.O47 0.245 
The regression coefficient 0.000 may be included in the • 
confidence intervals associated with Grand Junction and Scranton 
and, unless a l-in-20 chance has occurred, the regression coef­
ficient may be 0.000. Note, however, that the confidence inter­
val associated with Jefferson does not contain the coefficient 
0.000. In two of the three communities, the data did not tend 
to reject the general hypothesis. 
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E.H. 25: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
-
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to behind-the-scenes influence. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 32. 
Table 32. Regression of behind-the-scenes influence on total 
perceived influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.135 0.236 0.203 
Confidence interval 
0.089 < /S< 0.181 0.163 0.309 0.012 < p < 0.394 
None of the three confidence intervals contain the regres­
sion coefficient 0.000, so these data tend to refute the 
general hypothesis. 
E.H. 26: Total perceived influence as measured on the 
Problem Questionnaire will not be positively 
related to extra-community contact influence. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 33• 
The regression coefficient 0.000 is not included in the 
confidence intervals associated with Jefferson or Grand 
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Table 33• Regression of extra-community contact influence on 
total perceived influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.060 0.179 0.084 
Confidence interval 
0.002 < 0.118 • 0.128 0.230 -0.009 < yS< 0.177 
Junction, so there is little reason to believe that the regres­
sion coefficient associated with these two communities may be 
0.000. The data from these two communities tends to reject the 
general hypothesis. 
In summary, informal leaders (E.H. 25 and E.H. 26) do not 
.differentiate between the general types of influence, but 
instead tend to attribute consensual, behind-the-scenes, and 
extra-community contact influence to all top influentials. 
General 'hypothesis 6: Congruence of influence will not be 
associated with situations where the same community respondent 
uses different or dissimilar frames of reference to rank other 
community residents. 
E.H. 27: Total intra-organizational influence will not be 
positively related to extra-organizational com­
munity influence. 
The regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
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confidence intervals have been placed in Table 34» 
Table 34. Regression of total intra-organizational influence 
on extra-organizational community influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.315 0.088 0.170 
Confidence interval 
0.228 <p < 0.402 -0.089 </*< 0.265 -0.011 0.350 
The regression coefficient 0.000 does lie within the con­
fidence interval associated with Grand Junction and Scranton, 
but does not lie within the confidence interval associated with 
Jefferson. Formal organization heads in Jefferson tend to 
associate influence within the organization with influence that 
may lie outside the organization. Heads of organizations in 
Grand Junction and Scranton tend to keep the two types of 
influence separate. In two out of three cases, the data do not 
tend to reject the general hypothesis. 
E.H. 28: Consensual leader influence will not be posi­
tively related to behind-the-scenes influence. 
————— 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Tablé 35. 
In all three communities, the regression coefficient 0*000 
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Table 35. Regression of behind-the-scenes influence on con^ 
sensual leader influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.440 0.811 0.498 
Confidence interval 
0.301 5yd < 0.579 0.709 <fi< 0.913 0.033 <yô < O.963 
does not lie within the confidence interval associated with 
that community. These data tend to reject.the general 
hypothesis. 
E.H. 29: Consensual leader influence will not be posi­
tively related to extra-community contact 
influence. 
The computed regression coefficients and their 95-percent 
confidence intervals have been placed in Table 36. 
The regression coefficient 0.000 does not lie within the 
confidence interval associated with Grand Junction or Scranton, 
and the data from these communities tend to reject the general 
hypothesis. Only in the case of Jefferson does the regression 
coefficient 0.000 lie within the confidence interval. 
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Table 36. Regression of extra-community influence on consen­
sual leader influence 
Jefferson Grand Junction Scranton 
Regression coefficient 
0.066 0.560 0.307 
-0.127 0.259 
Confidence interval 
0.462 < O.658 0.090 <{3< O.524 
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DISCUSSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Discussion of the General Hypotheses 
Tests of the empirical hypotheses have been presented in 
the previous chapter. In this chapter, a restatement of the 
general hypotheses will be followed by a summary of the empiri­
cal support given each. The relation of these tests of empiri­
cal hypotheses to the general hypotheses will be discussed. 
The findings and some of their implications will also be dis­
cussed. In addition, suggestions for future research will be 
made . in this chapter. 
General hypothesis 1: Authority and perceived influence 
are not positively related to the extent that a high-ranking 
informal leader is also a high-ranking formal leader, and vice 
versa. 
The general hypothesis' was supported in all three commu­
nities by. seven (E.H.'s 1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11) of the 11 
empirical hypotheses. In three cases (E.H.'s 3, 5 and 10), the 
general hypothesis was supported by the empirical hypotheses in 
two of the three communities. In only one case (E.H. 2) was the 
general hypothesis supported in only one community. 
In general, measures of authority and measures of total 
perceived influence were not highly related, in any of the three 
communities; lay businessmen and other community leaders, heads 
of formal organizations, and people operationally defined as 
informal leaders do not significantly associate measures of 
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perceived influence per se with measures of authority. How­
ever, informal leaders in Jefferson, the one urban community 
studied, did significantly associate measures of formal author­
ity with a measure of extra-community contact influence, but 
the correlation was only 0.31. An exception to this hypothesis 
that predicted no relationship between authority and influence 
occurs when one considers the people who were attributed influ­
ence by the heads of formal organizations in Jefferson and 
Grand Junction. Here, the heads of formal organizations did 
tend to prefer to select informal leaders who were officers to 
be instrumental in organizing social action within the organi­
zation; however, in none of the three communities did the heads 
of organizations associate measures of authority with intra-
organizational community influence. In none of the three com­
munities did the heads of organizations associate extra-
organizational community influence with measures of authority. 
In these and similar communities, extra-community origi­
nators of social action can make use of these implications. 
First, it is the exception and not the rule for men of authority 
to also be men of influence. This statement is not meant to 
mean that influence is better than authority or vice versa; 
they may merely be different facets of power. However, while 
those more active in the formal leadership patterns may be use­
ful in some stages of community development, it may be that 
other facets of leadership are needed to implement and ini-
tially legitimize community activity. It is, of course, vital 
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for the person who is interested in community development to 
seek and identify the community's influentials; but merely 
seeking the informal leader and then making him an official in 
charge of some activity may not be wise — he may then cease to 
be as influential. Rather, it may be that one should seek and 
use informal leaders, but not jeopardize the basis of their 
influence. 
General hypothesis 2: The perceived influence patterns of 
top influential community units will tend to approach more 
closely a general or polymorphic pattern of influence than will 
the influence patterns of community units which are attributed 
less influence. 
This hypothesis has previously been suggested, at least 
implicitly, with regard to studies of urban areas (37, 52), but 
the empirical evidence used to test the hypothesis has been 
criticized because the.researchers had failed to specify the 
community issues involved and had used only general terminology 
(90, p. 640). In this study, perceived influence specific to 
given areas of community life was determined (see E.G. 2). 
The general hypothesis was supported by both empirical 
hypotheses (E.H. 12 and E.H. 13). While influence per se may 
be specific to given situations, one must remember that the 
typical influence pattern for a top influential in these three 
communities is general or polymorphic. That is, while not 
always the most influential in every area, top influentials 
typically are attributed high influence in several areas of 
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community life. This is true of organizations perceived to be 
influential, and for people. The expert or specialist, some 
unit mentioned as a problem-solver in a single area, typically 
is a community unit located in the intermediate level of the 
total influence hierarchy. 
If one wishes to implement social action in these and 
similar communities, one should remember that the legitimiza­
tion of the same person may be needed in several areas of com­
munity life, even though this person may not be recognized as 
the most influential in any specific area —this may also be 
true of formal organizations perceived as being influential. 
General hypothesis J: Top influentials will tend to 
originate more interaction indicative of a cohesive relation­
ship to other top influentials than they will to other system 
members. 
A critic of the reputational method (90, p". 643") has 
recently stated that empirical evidence of a cohesive relation­
ship between top influentials had not been presented and that 
such evidence would be necessary before sociologists could 
legitimately discuss the community power structure as an inte­
grated system of interaction. 
Three of the four empirical hypotheses (E.H.1s 14, 15 and 
17) supported the general hypothesis in all three communities. 
Empirical hypothesis 16 supported the general hypothesis in 
Scranton, the only community where sufficient data resulted to 
warrant close examination of the data. 
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Thus, there does, indeed, seem to be empirical evidence 
to suggest that the top influentials in these three communi­
ties are members of a cohesive group. This finding lends 
support to the often-hypothesized community power structure. 
This finding, too, should be useful to those who are inter­
ested in the origination of social action. 
This does not mean that the top influentials act in con­
cert with regard to all elements of community life, nor that 
the members of this cohesive group manifest identical atti­
tudes and values. It may mean, however, that with regard to 
most important community issues, some unified approach will 
emerge from this group that may function as the foundation 
upon which community policy will later be constructed. If 
this is true, the identification of the members of such 
groups, the community interests represented, and the predomi­
nant ethos of this cohesive group may be of vital importance 
for community research and action programs. 
General hypothesis Zj.: Congruence of perceived influence 
will not be associated wit'h situations where a frame of refer­
ence is ignored or no common frame of reference is used when 
different samples of community respondents rank other commu­
nity units. 
The general hypothesis was supported by two empirical 
hypotheses (E.H. 19 and E.H. 20) in all three communities. It 
was supported in two of the three communities by one empirical 
hypothesis (E.H. 18). 
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This means that it may be necessary for one to be sure he 
has specified a frame of reference that community raters are 
to use if he later wishes to compare the perceptions of differ­
ent samples of community respondents. The failure of E.H. 18 
to be accepted in Jefferson will be discussed in relation to 
G.H. 6. 
General hypothesis 5A: Congruence of perceived influence 
will be associated with situations where different samples of 
community respondents use the same or similar frame of refer­
ence to rank other community units. 
The general hypothesis was supported by all three empiri­
cal hypotheses (E.H.1 s 21, 22 and 23) in all three communities. 
The heads of formal organizations, informal leaders, and 
lay businessmen all tend to establish significantly similar 
hierarchies of perceived influence — even though more general 
terminology was used in the questions which were used to deter­
mine perceived influence in the first two cases. This is 
because the frame of reference — community — is the same or 
similar in all three cases. The audience or recipient of the 
intended social action — community residents is also the 
same or similar in all three cases. From a practical point 
of view, this could mean that one may be able to gain sig­
nificant knowledge of the upper echelon of the informal 
influence hierarchy by interviewing any one of the three 
samples of community residents used in this study. 
While the results in two cases (E.H. 22 and E.H. 23) 
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supported the general hypothesis in .Grand Junction and 
Jefferson, the hypothesized congruence in Scranton only 
approached significance. In other words, the three samples 
of community respondents in Scranton only tended to establish 
similar influence hierarchies. The lack of congruence was due 
to the fact that the hierarchy established by the heads of 
formal organizations was only slightly similar to the hier­
archies established by the other two samples of community 
respondents in Scranton. This could have been due to the 
fact that the research team failed to establish the same 
frame of reference for the heads of organizations as they had 
for the other two samples of respondents, or because some 
other factor or factors intervened in Scranton and caused the 
heads of formal organizations in Scranton to ignore this 
common frame of reference. 
Romans (33, pp. 359-368) and Rose (69) hypothesized, at 
least implicitly, a relationship between congruence of per­
ceived influence and the extent to which the process of 
social disorganization has manifested itself in a community. 
According to Romans and Rose, significant changes in the com­
munity's environment, such as the loss of retail trade and 
population (as has occurred in Scranton to a greater degree 
than in Grand Junction or Jefferson), will result in a 
decrease in cooperation, an increase in conflict between 
groups, and a blurring or vagueness of community-wide inter­
personal rankings. This blurring is because of the increased 
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conflict and decreased cooperation that tends to make group -
members identify more with their own group and to devalue 
other groups and their members. If such were the case, 
formal leaders in community organizations that were not.coop­
erating with other organizations or that were involved in 
many conflict relationships with other organizations would 
not tend to agree and could not establish well-defined influ­
ence hierarchies. These hierarchies might not, then, be sig­
nificantly related to those hierarchies established by other 
samples of community respondents. This may help explain the 
lack of predicted congruence in Scranton. 
General hypothesis 5B: Congruence of perceived influ­
ence will not be associated with situations where different 
samples of community respondents use dissimilar frames of 
reference to rank other community units. 
This general hypothesis was supported by only one empir­
ical hypothesis (E.H. 24) in only two of the three communi­
ties. Two empirical hypotheses (E.H. 25 and E.H. 26) failed 
to support the general hypothesis in any of the three commu­
nities. 
Some suggestions as to the possible explanation for the 
lack of support for this general hypothesis will be discussed 
in conjunction with G.H. 6, which follows. 
General hypothesis 6: Congruence of perceived influence 
will not be associated with situations where the same commu­
nity respondent uses different or dissimilar frames of 
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reference to rank other community residents. 
The general hypothesis was supported by only one empir­
ical hypothesis (E.H. 27) in two of the three communities and 
by only one empirical hypothesis (E.H. 29) in one of the 
communities. 
The failure of these empirical hypotheses to support the 
general hypothesis may be due to the effect of intervening 
variables. For example, G.H. 3 predicted that top influen­
tials would originate more interaction indicative of a cohe­
sive relationship to other top influentials than they would 
to people having less influence; empirical evidence (E.H.'s 
14, 15, 16 and 17) lends strong support to G.H. 3• One 
result of this social cohesiveness could be for top influen­
tials to fail to differentiate among other top influentials 
with regard to role specialization; that is, they may not only 
tend to nominate mdre frequently those few individuals that 
they interact with almost exclusively, but may also fail to 
differentiate among the members of this group, regardless of 
the issues involved. Note that, for the most part, top in­
fluentials tended to nominate other top influentials; perhaps 
these types of influence (consensual, behind-the-scenes, and 
extra-community) are all parts or characteristics of a more 
general top influential role and apply to all top influential 
community residents. Of course, it could also be due to the 
fact that the research team did not, in fact, establish sig­
nificantly different frames of reference for the respondents 
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to use. It is the author's opinion, however, that the latter 
possibility is not...too great because of the specific language 
used in the questions on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
The heads of formal organizations in Jefferson failed to 
differentiate between extra-organizational community influence 
and intra-organizational community influence. This also 
explains why total perceived influence on the Formal Organiza­
tion Questionnaire was significantly related to total perceived 
influence on the Problem Questionnaire when it was not pre­
dicted (E.H. 18). Two of the factors that could be related to 
this behavior on the part of the heads of formal organizations 
in Jefferson are the types of formal organizations present in 
the community and the patterns of participation of the top 
influentials in these organizations. Since there is some evi­
dence to suggest that the top influentials in Jefferson belong 
to more formal organizations than those in Grand Junction and 
Scranton (see Appendix B), there is a greater chance for the 
heads of formal organizations to name them as influential 
within the organization. Also, note that more formal organiza­
tions in Jefferson are of a type that men could join (see 
Appendix D) and use to either gain or exhibit influence; Of 
course, it could be that the research staff failed to provide 
significantly different frames of reference; however, the 
general hypothesis was supported quite convincingly in thé 
other two communities, so the author would doubt the validity 
of this latter point as being the only explanation. 
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Suggestions for Future Research 
Future research should focus on the perceiver and his 
environment as well as on the perceived. For example, the 
author feels that research should be able to answer such ques­
tions as: (1) Why do some community members refer to general 
influentials as problem-solvers, while others only mention 
specialists? (2) Do the community laymen know of the existence 
of the power structure? (3) What are the attitudes and 
feelings of the community members toward this power structure, 
if they know that it does exist? (4) How do they as community 
members use the community power structure in their day-to-day 
activities? It is also important to know in what ways, and to 
what degree, the community's environment or institutional back­
ground conditions or limits the type of power structure present 
in the community. 
It is felt that future research should concentrate on 
better methodological tools to measure influence than mere 
number of mentions as a problem-solver; it is felt that scales 
could and should be developed to meet more sophisticated 
scaling requirements. k further limitation of this study was 
that questions referring to influence specific to given areas 
of community life were used on only one questionnaire; both 
general and specific areas of influence should be investigated 
on all questionnaires administered to all samples of community 
respondents if meaningful comparisons between samples is to be 
most rewarding. 
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It is vital to know of the paths to influence. Future 
research should correlate mobility with regard to socio­
economic and other social status characteristics to possible 
entrance on and mobility on influence hierarchies. The impor­
tance of such things as past formal leadership in the commu­
nity, familial and historical factors, and expertness, as they 
relate to community influence, should be considered. 
The structure and function of cohesive groups of top 
influentials call for additional research. Since these groups 
may have a significant effect on vital community activities, 
their means of determining community policy, ways of legiti­
mizing their influence, and relations to one another should be 
considered to a much greater degree than they were in the 
Greene County study. 
Finally, the extent to which actual influence is related 
to perceived influence is an important consideration calling 
for analysis that would seem logically to follow present 
research findings. Such analysis may call for field studies of 
actual community activities. These community activities should 
be analyzed to determine the type and function of each facet of 
community power during the various unit acts which comprise the 
history of the program. It is important to know how, and to 
what degree, those individuals who are perceived as being 
influential do actually determine and execute community policy. 
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SUMMARY 
The sociology staff of the Department of Economics and 
Sociology at Iowa State University has recently carried out an 
intensive analysis of Greene County, Iowa. The Greene County 
study, sponsored by the North Central (NC-18) Regional Analysis 
of the Impact of Population Changes Upon Rural Communities of 
the North Central Region, was part of an integrated effort to 
describe and analyze the Corn Belt counties of the United 
States. 
One of the objectives in the Greene County field study was 
a comparative analysis of community leadership patterns in the 
county's three largest towns, Jefferson (the county seat), 
Grand Junction and Scranton. The analysis of these leadership 
patterns is the basis for this dissertation. 
The objectives of this dissertation are limited to the 
description and analysis of leadership occurring in the three 
communities proper; no effort has been made either to identify 
or describe open-country leadership. The specific objectives 
of this dissertation include attempts to: 
1. Analyze the relationship existing between perceived 
influence and formal authority. 
2. Investigate the congruence, or extent to which agree­
ment exists, between influence hierarchies resulting 
from three different types of questionnaires adminis­
tered to three different samples of community respon-
134 
dents in each of the three communities studied. 
3• Determine the congruence between influence hierarchies 
resulting when community residents use different or 
similar frames of reference to attribute influence to 
other community units. 
4» Analyze the extent to which top influentials tend to 
form a cohesive social group within the community. 
5. Determine the extent to which high degrees of total 
influence are associated with generality of influence 
in many community spheres. 
6. Analyze the effect disruptive forces may have on 
• influence rankings.within the community. 
7. State other hypotheses suggested by the analysis of 
data and to make suggestions for future research that 
will aid in the future analysis of community leader­
ship. 
A theoretical model of community power structure (the net­
work of power relations existing between individuals and organ­
izations that affect the community as a whole) has been devel­
oped and used to generate general hypotheses. These general 
hypotheses state hypothesized relationships between the con­
cepts included in the model. The community was treated as a 
social system (i.e., composed of functional subsystems which -
operate in and from a common center and which serve people 
mostly living in a common area), which made it possible to 
express variations among or between communities in systemic 
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terms and, thus, successfully implement the planned comparative 
method of analysis. 
The major assumption of this dissertation is that social 
power, or the potentiality for inducing forces in other commu­
nity units toward acting in a given way, is not randomly dis­
tributed in the community. This assumption, then, implies rela­
tively stable systems of interaction. The crucial question 
. » 
then is: How do we proceed to identify the social units and 
their relative degree of power in the community? Social power 
is viewed from two standpoints. One facet of social power is 
authority, or power over community units because of the occu­
pancy of certain formal positions and offices.' Informal influ­
ence or power with people, is the second facet of social power 
to be analyzed. Social cohesiveness is the force or attraction 
that tends to be exerted on group members to confine inter­
action to the group. Influence frame of reference is the per­
ceptual standpoint or criteria used as a basis for attributing 
influence to other community units. Congruence of influence is 
tha extent to which uniformity, or agreement, exists between 
different perceived influence hierarchies. 
From the 10 concepts, seven general hypotheses were 
developed. Empirical data were obtained from three different 
questionnaires administered in each of the three communities 
studied. A Problem Questionnaire was used to identify commu­
nity problems and those individuals and organizations in the 
community perceived to be doing most to solve community 
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problems. A Formal Organization Questionnaire was used to 
determine which individuals the heads of organizations per­
ceived to be influential community members, both within and 
outside of the formal organization. Measures of authority were 
also obtained from the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Informal Leader Questionnaires were administered to those com­
munity members who received the highest number of different 
mentions on the Problem Questionnaire. The Informal Leader 
Questionnaire provided data to measure the interaction patterns 
of top influentials and their perceptions of community members 
whom they perceived to possess various types of influence. 
Twenty-nine empirical hypotheses were developed to test 
the credence of the general hypotheses. An appropriate statis­
tical technique, where necessary, was used to test each of the 
empirical hypotheses. Sixteen empirical hypotheses supported 
their general hypotheses in all three communities. Eleven 
empirical hypotheses were accepted in at least one community. 
Two empirical hypotheses failed to support their general 
hypotheses. 
One finding was that,in general, there is no significant 
tendency for measures of authority to be associated with 
measures of total perceived influence on any of the three ques­
tionnaires used. The heads of formal organizations in Grand 
Junction and Jefferson did significantly associate measures of 
authority within influence as an organizer of activities within 
the organization. However, in none of the three communities 
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did the heads of formal organizations associate.authority with 
extra-organizational community influence, nor did they associ­
ate authority with intra-organizational community influence. 
Except for the case of Jefferson, where measures of authority 
were associated with a measure of extra-community contact 
influence, those who were given the Informal Leader Question­
naire did not associate other measures of influence with 
measures of authority. 
Another finding was that measures of generality of influ­
ence were found to be associated with measures of total per­
ceived influence; this was true for both organizations judged 
to be influential as problem-solvers and for people. Also, 
measures of generality of upper-echelon influence were found to 
be associated with measures of total perceived influence for 
both organizations and people in all three communities studied. 
In other words, those community units that were judged to be 
most influential were also perceived as being top influentials 
in several areas. Top influentials were perceived as being 
influential in many more areas than lower level influentials 
and, also, as being top influentials in many more areas than 
lower level influentials. Lower level influentials tended to 
specialize their influence in one or two areas. 
Empirical evidence indicated that the top influentials in 
each of the three communities formed a cohesive social group. 
In all three communities, the top influentials originated sig­
nificantly more friendship-choice mentions, business-
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acquaintance mentions, and problem-solving mentions to other 
top influentials than they did to lower level influentials. In 
Scranton, the only community where there was sufficient data to 
warrant examination, top influentials originated significantly 
more frequent-visiting mentions to other top influentials than 
they did to lower level influentials. 
As predicted, no significant congruence between perceived 
influence hierarchies, established by the three different 
samples of community residents, resulted in Grand Junction or 
Scranton when a common frame of reference was not established. 
In other words, measures of total perceived influence on the 
three questionnaires were not significantly related in Grand 
Junction and Scranton. The three measures of influence that 
were based on the same or most similar frame of reference were: 
(1) total perceived influence, from the Problem Questionnaire 
(mentions as a problem-solver for the community); (2) extra-
organizational community influence, from the Formal Organiza­
tion Questionnaire (anyone, not necessarily an_organization 
member who solves problems for the whole community); and 
(3) consensual leader influence, from the Informal Leader Ques­
tionnaire (someone the whole community would accept). Total 
perceived influence on the Formal Organization Questionnaire, 
and on the Informal Leader Questionnaire, cut across different 
frames of reference and, thus, tended to blur the meaning of 
influence with regard to a specific frame of reference. In 
Jefferson, although the measure of total perceived influence 
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from the Formal Organization Questionnaire was significantly 
related to the measure of total perceived influence from the 
Problem Questionnaire, there were no significant'relationships 
between these and the other measure of total influence from the 
Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
As predicted, significant measures of congruence did result 
in all three communities when -different samples of community 
residents used the same or similar frame of reference to attri­
bute influence to other community residents. This.means that 
the people who completed the Problem, Formal Organization, and 
Informal Leader questionnaires and used the same or similar 
frame of reference to attribute influence to other community 
residents, established hierarchies that were significantly 
similar. 
In general, the hypothesis that different community resi­
dents using different frames of reference would establish sig­
nificantly different perceived influence hierarchies wis not 
substantiated or supported. This was especially true )f those 
community members who were given the Informal Leader Question­
naire. Jefferson and Grand Junction informal leaders also sig­
nificantly associated extra-community contact influence with 
measures of total perceived influence from the Problem Ques­
tionnaire; it had been predicted that only consensual leader 
influence would be significantly related to total perceived 
influence on the Problem Questionnaire. In Jefferson, the 
heads of formal organizations associated measures of influence 
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within the organization with measures of total perceived, influ­
ence as measured on the Problem Questionnaire when it was pre­
dicted they would only associate extra-organizational community 
influence with this measure of total perceived influence. 
In Grand Junction and Scranton, the heads of organizations, 
as predicted, established significantly different hierarchies 
or perceived influence when they were given different frames of 
reference. However, in none of the three communities did 
informal leaders tend to establish different hierarchies of 
perceived influence when (as it was predicted they would) dif­
ferent frames of reference were supposedly used to attribute 
influence to community residents. The only exception to the 
last statement was in Scranton where informal leaders tended to 
differentiate between extra-community influence and other types 
of influence. 
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Appendix A: Statistical Procedures 
The following formulas were used to compute the statistics 
used in this dissertation: 
1. Because the assumption of independence could not be 
accepted, exact chi-square calculations were used. 
Exact chi-square values were computed from the follow­
ing formula (81, p. 104): 
P - (A + B)!(C + D)!(A + C)!(B + D)! 
N ! A IB ! C ! D ! 
where N = sample size 
P = probability 
A = number in cell A, etc. 
2. Regression coefficients were used to relate two or 
more series of numerical counts to one another. 
Regression coefficients were computed from the follow­
ing formula (81, p. 155): 
where = the mean of the sample ratios 
3. The 95-percent confidence intervals for the regression 
coefficients were computed from the following formula 
(81, p. 156): 
b 
~ 
t
.05Sb -P - b + t.05Sb 
where t = t value associated with the 95-percent 
level for a given sample size N 
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b = sample regression coefficient 
= square root of the mean square of the 
sample ratios 
£ = population regression coefficient 
4. t values were computed for the regression coefficients 
by the following formula (81, p. 156): 
where b = sample regression coefficient 
= square root of the mean square of the 
sample ratios 
5. Correlation coefficients were used to relate numerical 
counts to continuous data. Correlation coefficients 
were computed by the following formula (81, p. 160): 
where 2, = summation 
x = (x - X) or the deviation from the sample 
mean 
x^xg = product of deviations from the sample 
means 
2 (2x ) = sum of the deviations squared 
6. The 95-percent confidence intervals for the correla­
tion coefficients were computed by the following 
r 
x^lx2 
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formula (81, p. 175): 
Z — S t "C Zp ^  Z + S t. 
r z  t P  —  r  —  r  z c o  
where Zr = Fisher's transformation of r 
Zj9 = log transformation of p 
Sa ° l/(n - 3) 
tgg = t value associated with 95-percent level 
and a sample of infinite size 
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Table 37• Basic data for community power structure members of 
Community 
members3 
Total 
perceived 
influence*) 
Total. 
office 
score 
I95OC 
Total 
office 
score 
19584 Sexe 
Perceiv 
instrume 
influen 
1950 
01 03 06 00 1 01 
02 09 00 05 1 03 
03 05 02 00 1 00 
04 04 00 03 1 02 
05 07 00 . 00 1 00 
06 22 00 00 1 • 03 
07 05 04 00 1 00 
08 05 02 02 1 00 
09 04 00 00 1 01 
10 01 00 01 1 00 
11 04 00 01 1 01 
12 02 06 00 - 1 01 
13 10 01 00 1 00 
14 34 00 04 1 04 
15 07 00 00 1 00 
aOnly those people were included who received at least foi 
three different mentions from some combination pf questionnaires 
^Total number of different mentions on the Problem Questic 
^Question No. 5 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
^Question No. 6 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
e,,l" equals male, "0" equals female. 
^Question No. 30 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
^Question No. 31 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
^Question No. 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
1Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31 and 36 
lb ers of Jefferson, Iowa 
Perceived 
instrumental 
influence 
1950f 
Perceived 
instrumental 
. influence 
1958S 
Intra-
organizational 
problem-
solverh 
Total 
intra-
organizational 
influence^ 
01 02 02 03 
03 03 05 11 
00 02 00 02 
02 00 00 02 
00 01 00 01 
03 04 04 07 
00 00 01 01 
00 01 00 01 
01 00 02 03 
00 00 01 01 
01 01 00 01 
01 02 01 03 
00 00 01 01 
04 04 02 05 
00 02 01 01 
Least four different mentions on the Problem Questionnaire or 
Lonnaires. 
a Questionnaire. 
mnaire. 
>nnaire. 
.onnaire. 
.onnaire • 
onnaire. 
, and 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
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Table 37 (Continued) 
Total 
Community perceived 
members3 influence*3 
Total 
office 
score 
1950e 
Total 
office 
score 
1953d Sex 
Perceived 
instrumental 
influence 
1950f 
16 17 00 03 1 04 
17 03 00 00 1 00 
18 06 00 00 1 01 
19 11 00 00 1 01 
20 02 00 00 1 00 
21 01 00 00 1 02 
22 10 00 00 1 01 
23 02 00 00 1 00 
24 08 03 11 1 02 
25 06 01 00 1 00 
26 00 00 03 0 01 
27 03 04 00 1 02 
28 00 01 04 0 01 
29 05 00 00 1 00 
30 00 00 04 1 01 
31 00 00 04 1 02 
32 02 06 06 1 02 
33 00 00 08 0 01 
34 00 03 00 0 02 
35 01 00 05 1 . 01 
36 00 00 01 1 01 
37 04 00 00 1 00 
38 05 00 04 1 01 
39 01 04 00 1 01 
40 06 00 00 1 00 
41 01 08 00 1 01 
42 04 ' 00 03 1 02 
43 06 04 03 1 02 
44 . 03 00 00 0 00 
45 00 00 00 1 00 
46 04 00 00 1 00 
47 04 00 00 0 00 
48 04 00 00 0 00 
Perceived Perceived Intra- Total 
instrumental instrumental organizational intra-
influence influence problem- organizational 
1950^ 1950S solver" influence! 
04 05 04 06 
00 00 00 00 
01 01 00 01 
01 03 04 06 
00 00 00 00 
02 00 00 02 
01 01 00 01 
00 00 01 01 
02 00 02 03 
00 00 00 00 
01 02 03 04 
02 01 01 03 
01 01 01 02 
00 00 00 00 
01 00 01 01 
02 03 01 03 
02 01 . 01 02 
01 01 00 01 
02 03 01 04 
.01 02 02 03 
01 03 02 04 
00 " 00 00 00 
01 02 00 02 
01 00 00 01 
00 00, 00 00 
01 01 00 02 
02 02 00 03 
02 03 04 04 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 02 
00 00 00 01 
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Table 37 (Continued) 
Extra-
organizational Total Consensual Behind E: 
Community problem- ' perceived informal the cor 
members3- solverJ influence leader-1- scenes111 coi 
01 01 04 01 01 
02 16 27 07 02 
03 06 08 04 04 
04 03 05 06 01 
05 01 02 01 00 
06 06 13 06 02 
07 01 02 04 01 
08 00 01 01 00 
09 05 08 04 02 
10 01 02 01 00 
11 01 . 02. 01 00 
12 00 03 02 00 
13 06 07 06 03 
14 15 20 05 04 
15 01 02 01 00 
16 26 32 06 04 
17 01 01 01 01 
18 00 01 01 00 
19 12 18 01 05 
20 00 00 01 00 
^Question No- 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
^Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31, 36 and 35 on 
^Question No. 1, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
^Question No. 2, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
"Question No. 3> p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
°Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 1, 2 and 3, p. 9, on 1 
P S u m  o f a + k + o .  
^Question No. 1 on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
Composite 
Behind Extra- Total total Organizations 
the community perceived perceived belonged 
scenes111 contact11 influence0 influence? toq 
01 00 02 09 —  —  
02 ' 00 07 43 13 
04 00 07 20 — — 
01 00 07 17 — — 
00 00 01 10 5 
02 00 07 42 6 
01 00 04 11 — * 
00 00 01 07 — — 
02 00 05 17 — — 
00 00 01 04 — —  
00 00 01 07 
00 00 02 07 w 
03 00 06 23 8 
04 01 08 65 9 
00 • 00 01 10 8 
04 03 07 54 13 
01 00 02 06 
00 00 01 08 • 
05 06 07 36 8 
00 00 01 03 — — 
naire. 
36 and 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
onnaire. 
onnaire. 
onnaire. 
3, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
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Table 37 (Continued) 
Community 
membersa 
Extra-
organizational 
problem-
solverJ 
Total 
perceived 
influence* 
Consensual 
informal 
leader^  
Behind 
the 
scenes m 
21 00 02 00 01 
22 02 03 03 02 
23 00 01 01 00 
24 03 06 02 02 
25 00 00 01 01 
26 01 05 00 00 
27 04 07 00 00 
28 01 03 00 01 
29 00 00 00 00 
30 01 02 01 00 
31 02 05 00 00 
32 00 02 00 00 
33 02 03 00 00 
34 01 05 . 00 00 
35 05 08 00 00 
36 06 10 00 00 
37 00 00 02 02 
38 06 08 00 00 
39 02 03 00 00 
40 00 02 01 00 
41 00 06 00 00 
42 03 09 00 00 
43 05 00 00 00 
44 00 00 00 00 
45 00 00 00 00 
46 00 00 00 00 
47 00 02 00 00 
48 00 01 00 00 
ind Extra- Total 
he community perceived 
nesm contact11 influence0 
Composite 
total Organizations 
perceived belonged 
influence*3 to% 
1 00 01 04 —** 
2 00 05 18 B 
0 00 01 04 
2 06 07 21 10 
1 00 01 07 
3 00 00 05 
3 00 00 10 
L 00 01 04 
3 00 00 05 
3 00 01 03 
3 00 00 05 
3 00 00 04 
3 00 00 03 
3 00 00 05 
3 00 00 09 
D .00 00 10 
I 00 03 07 
) 00 00 13 
) 00 00 04 
) 00 01 09 
) 00 00 07 
) 00 00 13 
) 00 00 06 
) 03 03 06 
) 00 03 03 
) 00 00 04 
) 00 00 04 
) 00 00 04 
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Table 38. Basic data for community power structure members of Gr; 
Total Total Perceived 
. Total office office instrumente 
Community perceived score score influence 
members3 influence13 1950e 1953d Sexe 19501 
01 09 00 04 1 01 
02 18 00 00 * 1 00 
03 01 . 00 00 1 01 
04 02 00 11 1 01 
05 06 00 00 1 00 
06 01 04 00 0 00 
07 02 00 00 1 00 
08 07 00 00 1 00 
09 09 00 00 1 00 
10 •19 00 05 1 . 01 
11 04 00 00 1 00 
12 08 00 00 1 00 
13 03 00 00 1 00 
14 O? 00 00 1 00 
15 03 00 04 1 00 
a0nly those people were included who received at least two c 
three different mentions from some combination of questionnaires. 
bTotal number of different mentions on the Problem Questionr 
Q^uestion No. 5 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 6 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
e,,l" equals male, "O" equals female. 
Q^uestion No. } 0  on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 31 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire• 
*Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31 and 36 on 
:rs of Grand Junction, Iowa 
'erceived 
istrumental 
nflueqce 
19 5 01 
Perceived 
instrumental 
influence 
19588 
Intra-
organizational 
problem^  
solver 
Total 
intra-
organizational 
influence1 
01 01 01 01 
00 01 01 02 
01 00 00 01 
01 01 01 02 
00 00 00 00 
00 01 01 02 
00 00 01 01 
00 01 01 02 
00 00 00 00 
01 02 01 03 
00 00 01 01 
00 00 01 01 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 
00 .. 01 00 01 
ast two different mentions on the Problem Questionnaire or 
nnaires. 
Questionnaire. 
naire. 
naire. 
nnaire. 
anaire. 
nnaire. 
and 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
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Table 38 (Continued) 
Community 
members3 
Total 
perceived 
influence" 
Total 
office 
score 
1950c 
Total 
office 
score 
1953d Sexe 
Perceived 
instrumental 
influence 
195Cf 
16 04 00 00 1 00 
' 17 00 04 04 0 03 
18 00 03 05 0 00 
19 00 00 00 0 00 
20 04 00 00 1 00 
21 00 01 11 0 01 
22 02 00 00 1 01 
23 00 04 00 0 01 
24 00 00 03 0 02 
25 02 00 00 1 00 
26 00 00 09 0 01 
27 00 00 02 0 00 
28 01 00 01 1 00 
29 01 00 04 0 01 
30 01 00 03 0 02 
31 02 • 00 00 1. 00 
32 04 00 00 1 00 
33 00 00 00 0 01 
Perceived Perceived Intra- Total 
instrumental instrumental organizational intra-
influence influence problem- organizational 
1950* 195&S solver^  influence1 
00 00 01 01 
03 02 01 03 
00 02 02 03 
00 02 01 03 
00 00 
•  0 0  
00 
01 02 02 03 
01 00 • 00 01 
01 01 01 02 
02 02 03 03 
00 00 00 00 
01 00 01 02 
00 01 02 03 
00 01 01 01 
01 02 00 02 
02 01 00 01 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 
01 02 01 03 
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Table 38 (Continued) 
Community 
members3 
Extra-
organizational 
problem-: 
solverJ 
Total 
perceived 
influence* 
Consensual 
informal 
leader^  
Behind 
the 
scenes' m 
01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
% 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
07 
07 
04 
02 
03 
08 
00 
06 
02 
04 
01 
03 
01 
01 
06 
02 
02 
01 
03 
00 
07 
07 
05 
03 
03 
09 
01 
07 
02 
06 
02 
04 
01 
01 
06 
02 
05 
Ë 
00 
02 
04 
01 
01 
01 
01 
01 
04 
05 
05 
02 
06 
02 
01 
02 
03 
00 
00 
00 
01 
01 
04 
01 
01 
00 
01 
01 
04 
04 
04 
00 
05 
01 
01 
01 
02 
01 
00 
00 
01 
Q^uestion No. 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire, 
S^um of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31> 36 and 35 
•'•Question No. 1, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 2, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
"Question No. 3, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
°Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 1, 2 and 3, p. 9, 
Psum of a + k + o. 
Q^uestion No. 1 on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
Composit 
Behind Extra- Total total Organizations 
the community . perceived perceived belonged 
scenes™1 contact11 influence0 influence? ton 
01 00 02 18 2 
04 02 05 30 3 
01 00 02 08 • — 
01 00 01 06 •» • 
00 00 01 10 —  —  
01 00 01 ' 11 
01 00 01 04 5 
04 • 02 06 20 4 
04 03 05 16 4 
04 04 05 30 — 
00 01 02 08 2 
05 03 07 ' 19 — — 
01 00 02 06 * — 
01 01 02 04 — — 
01 01 02 11 — —  
02 01 03 09 
01 00 . 01 06 . — mm 
00 00 00 03 «• mm 
00 00 00 06 «M — 
01 00 01 05 — — 
tnnaire, 
36 and 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire, 
ionnaire. 
ionnaire. 
ionnaire. 
d 3, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
e. 
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Table 38 (Continued) 
Extra 
organizational Total Consensual Behind 
Community problem- perceived informal the 
members3 solver.J influence^  leader1 scenes™ 
21 02 05 00 00 
22 02 03 00 00 
23 01 02 00 00 
24 02 03 00 00 
25 00 00 02 02 
26 01 03 00 00 
27 01 03 00 00 
28 _01 02 00 00 
29 00 02 00 00 
30 00 •** ' 02 00 00 
31 00 00 01 01 
32 . 00 00 00 00 
33 00 03 00 00 
Composite 
Extra Total total Organizations 
community perceived perceived belonged 
contact influence influence^  to^  
00 00 05 
00 00 05 
00 00 02 
00 00 03 
00 02 04 
00 00 03 
00 00 03 
00 00 03 
00 00 03 
00 00 03 
00 01 03 
00 00 04 
00 00 03 
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Table 39. Basic data for community power structure members of 
Total Total Perceive» 
Total office . office instrumen 
Community perceived score score influenci 
members3 influence" 1950e 1958^  Sexe 1950^  
01 05 00 03 1 02 
02 02 00 00 0 01 
03 01 00 . 00 0 02 
04 •09 00 06 1 00 
05 04 00 00 1 01 
06 01 00 00 1 00 
07 10 00 04 1 00 
08 01 00 • 00 1 01 
09 03 03 04 0 01 
10 01 00 00 1 00 
11 07 00 00 1 01 
12 13 00 04 1 00 
13 03 00 00 1 01 
14 01 00 00 1 00 
15 04 00 02 1 00 
a0nly those people were included who received at least two 
naire or three different mentions from some combination of quest 
bTotal number of different mentions on the Problem Question 
cQuestion No. 5 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 6 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
e
"ln equals male, "0M equals female. 
fQuestion No. 30 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 31 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
Q^uestion No. 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
S^um of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31 and 36 o 
mbers of Scranton, Iowa 
Perceived Perceived ' Intra- Total 
instrumental instrumental organizational intra-
influence influence problem- organizational 
1950^  I958S solver^  • influence^  
02 ' 02 03 04 
01 03 01 03 
02 02 03 03 
00 01 01 01 
01 02 02 02 
00 00 00 00 
00 01 01 02 
01 01 01 01 
01 03 01 03 
00 00 00 00 
01 01 01 02 
00 00 00 00 
01 02 00 02 
00 00 00 00 
00 00 00 00 
.east two or more different mentions on the Problem Question-
1 of questionnaires.. 
1 Questionnaire. 
innaire. 
innaire. 
onnaire. 
onnaire. 
onnaire. 
and 36 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
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Table 39 (Continued) 
Community 
membersa 
Total 
perceived 
influence*3 
Total 
office 
score 
1950° 
Total 
office 
score 
195Ôd Sex6 
Perceiv 
instrume 
influer: 
195C 
« 
16 08. • 00 00 1 00 
17 00 00 01 0 01 
18 01 00 00 1 01 
19 02 00 00 1 01 
20 00 00 02 0 03 
21 00 00 04 1 01 
22 00 00 06 0 00 
23 02 00 00 1 00 
24 00 04 10 0 01 
25 04 00 00 1 01 
26 01 00 00 1 00 
27 00 00 04 0 01 
28 03 00 00 1 00 
29 03 00 00 1 00 
30 00 00 04 0 01 
31 00 00 00 1 00 
32 00 00 00 1 02 
33 00 00 00 0 00 
34 03 00 00 1 00 
35 00 00 07 0 00 
36 00 00 00 0 01 
37 04 00 00 1 00 
: ei 
•um 
.ue: 
•95 
00 
01 
01 
01 
03 
01 
00 
00 
01 
01 
00 
01 
00 
00 
01 
00 
02 
00 
00 
00 
01 
00 
Perceived Intra- Total 
instrumental organizational intra- • 
influence problem organizational 
1950S solver" influence^  
00 00 00 
02 01 03 
01 00 01 
00 03 03 
03 03 05 
00 03 03 
01 02 02 
00 00 00 
00 01 02 
00 00 01 
01 01 02 
02 00 03 
00 00 00 
00 01 01 
00 01 02 
00 01 01 
01 00 00 
00 00 00 
00 01 01 
00 00 00 
01 
00 
01 
00 
03 
00 
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Table 39 (Continued) 
Extra-
organizational Total Consensual Behint 
Community problem.- perceived informal the 
members3, solver J influence* leader scene: 
.P 
01 09 11 02 02 
02 • 03 04 00 01 
03 10 11 00 00 
04 03 03 02 00 
05 01 03 03 01 
06 04 04 02 00 
07 04 05 04 03 
08 02 02 02 02 
09 06 08 00 00 
10 01 01 01 00 
11 03 05 01 01 
12 06 06 05 04 
13 00 02 01 00 
14 02 02 01 00 
15 00 00 01 00 
16 00 00 01 01 
17 03 05 00 00 
18 03 04 00 00 
19 00 03 00 00 
20 02 06 00 00 
Q^uestion No. 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire 
S^um of different mentions on Question Nos. 30, 31, 36 an 
Q^uestion No. 1, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnai 
Q^uestion No. 2, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnai 
Q^uestion No. 3, p. 9 ,  on the Informal Leader Questionnai 
°Sum of different mentions on Question Nos. 1, 2 and 3, p 
Psum of a + k + o. 
Q^uestion No. 1 on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
Behind 
the 
scenesm 
Extra-
community 
contact11 
Total 
perceived 
influence0 
Composite 
total 
perceived 
influence? 
Organizations 
belonged 
to9 
02 01 03 19 4 
01 00 01 07 — — 
00 01 01 13 — — 
00 01 03 15 — — 
01 00 03 10 — — 
00 00 02 07 
03 00 05 20 4 
02 04 04 07 — — 
00 00 00 11 • — 
00 00 01 03 
01 01 02 14 4 
04 03 05 24 — — 
00 00 01 06 — — 
00 00 01 04 •mmm 
00 00 01 05 4 
01 00 01 07 4 
00 00 00 05 
00 00 00 05 — «M 
00 00 00 05 — W 
00 00 00 06 5 
ionnaire. 
1, 36 and 35 on the Formal Organization Questionnaire. 
stionnaire. 
stionnaire, 
stionnaire. 
ind 3, p. 9, on the Informal Leader Questionnaire. 
Lre. 
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Table 39 (Continued) 
Community 
members3 
Extra-
organizational 
problem-
solverJ 
Total 
perceived 
influence 
Consensual 
informal 
leader1 
Behind 
the 
scenes™ 
21 00 03 00 00 
22 02 04 00 . 00 
23 00 00 03 02 
24 03 05 00 00 
25 00 01 00 00 
26 00 02 00 00 
27 00 03 00 00 . 
28 00 . 00 00 00 
29 00 01 00 00 
30 01 03 00 00 
31 01 01 02 01 
32 01 01 01 02 
33 00 04 00 00 
34 02 02 00 00 
35 01 03 00 00 
36 00 03 00 00 
37 00 00 00 00 
1 Behind 
the 
scenes™ 
Extra-
community 
contact11 
Total 
perceived 
influence0 
Composite 
total 
perceived 
influence^  
Organizations 
belonged 
to% 
00 01 01 04 _ _  
00 00 00 04 
02 00 04 06 
00 00 00 05 — — 
00 00 00 05 
00 00 00 03 
00 . 00 00 03 — «— 
00 00 01 04 
00 00 00 04 M M 
00 00 00 03 — —  
01 00 02 03 
02 02 03 04 
00 00 00 04 •— — 
00 00 00 . 05 — — 
00 00 00 03 — —  
00 00 00 03 
00 00 00 04 — — 
166 
Appendix C: Questionnaire 
Questions used from Informal Leader Questionnaire 
Now we would like to know about the clubs and organiza­
tions of which you are a member. Here is a list of most of the 
clubs and organizations in your community, (hand list over to 
respondent) Look this list over carefully, then mark an X 
before each organization of which you are now or ever have been 
a member. When you have completed this, hand the list back to 
me and I will proceed with the interview. 
Now we would like you to name for us all of your everyday 
business acquaintances that come to your mind. 
Now we would like you to name for us all of your close 
personal friends that you have in your community. 
Are there any families in your community with which you 
and your family get together at least once every two weeks? If 
so, what families are they? How often do you get together? 
1. Suppose a major project were before the community, one that 
required a decision by a group of leaders whom nearly everyone 
would accept. Which people would you choose to make up this, 
group — regardless of whether or not you know them personally? 
2. In most communities certain persons are said to be influ­
ential "behind the scenes" and to have a lot to say about 
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programs that are planned, projects, and issues that come up 
around town. What persons in your community are influential in 
this way? 
3. If a decision were to be made in Des Moines that affected 
your community, who would be the best contact man to get in_ 
touch with state officials (besides local members of the legis­
lature. ) ? 
Questions used from Problem'Questionnaire 
VI. What persons or groups (organizations)in this community 
would you contact to help solve this problem? (Inter­
viewer to prove for key persons)* 
.NAME OF ORGANIZATIONS KEY PERSONS 
( ) 
Questions used from Formal Organization Questionnaire 
5. Officers of organization in 1950 Town? Country? 
a. President 
b. Vice-President 
c. Secretary 
d. Treasurer : 
e. Other ; ; 
*Same question asked with regard to 10 functional areas of 
community life. 
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Officers of organization last year (1957 or 1957-58) 
Town? Country? 
a. President 
b. Vice-President 
c. Secretary . 
d. Treasurer ; . 
e. Other 
Who were the standing committee chairmen of your organiza­
tion in 1950? Town? Country? 
Who were the standing committee chairmen of your organiza­
tion last year? Town? Country? 
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30.. Who from your organization was instrumental in organizing 
or leading community activities last year? 
Person Activity 
31. Who from your organization has been instrumental in organ 
izing or leading community activities since 1950? 
Person Activity 
32. . What are some of the other community organizations with 
which your organization cooperated last year? 
33. What are some of the other community organizations with 
which your organization has cooperated since 1950? 
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34» What are some of the other community organizations with 
which your organization's services, functions or programs 
overlap or conflict? 
35. With regard to the community as a whole, who are the 3 
individuals most depended upon to get things done? 
36. Who are the 3 individuals from your organization most 
depended upon to get things done by the community as a 
whole? 
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Appendix D: Greene County Formal Organizations 
Scranton, Iowa 
1* 11* 21* 31* 
2 12 22 32* 
3*  1.3 23* 33 
4* 14* 24* 34* 
5* 15* 25* 35* 
6 16 26* 36* 
7* 17* 27* 37* 
8* 18 28* 38* 
9 19 29 
10* 20 30 
Grand Junction. Iowa 
1 11* 21 31* 
2* 12 22* 32* 
3* 13* 23*. 33* 
4* 14* 24* 34* 
5* 15 25* 35* 
6* 16* 26* 36 
7* 17 27* 37 
8* 18 28* 38* 
9 19* 29 39* 
10* 20 30* 
*Woman!s club 
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Jefferson. Iowa 
1 
2 
3* 
4 
5 
6 
7* 
8* 
9* 
10* 
11 
12* 
13* 
14* 
15 
16 
17* 
18 
19* 
20* 
21* 
22* 
23* 
24* 
25* 
26* 
27* 
28* 
29 
30* 
31 
32* 
33 
34 
35* 
36 
37* 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42* 
43* 
44* 
45 
46* 
47* 
48* 
49 
50 
51* 
52 
53* 
54 
55 
56* 
57* 
57a 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62* 
63* 
64* 
65* 
66* 
67* 
68* 
70* 
71* 
72* 
73 
74* 
75 
76* 
77* 
78 
79* 
80 
81* 
82 
83* 
84* 
85 
86* 
87 
88 
89* 
90* 
*Womant s club. 
